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Overview of the Demonstration Project

The California State Department of Education is in the process of creating
more accountable educational programs throughout the state. The project
described in this report - - a report required by Education Code Section 6497 --
is a step toward a model of accountability,

With the passage of Assembly Bill 938, the 1969 Legislature authorized the
Division of Compensatory Education to establish demonstration programs in
intensive reading and mathematics instruction that would improve the academic
achievement of low-~achieving students and be cost effective. Demonstration
programs were established in 17 of the poorest schools in California with
respect to their students' socioeconomic status and academic achievement.

.In terms of educational failure and lack of hope, these were the schools that
had the greatest need for such programs, - N

The students in the most cost-effective demonstration programs have shown
a rate of achievement seen in few compensatory education programs anywhere
in the nation. These programs were designed with the objective of assisting
students to attain a more normal range and distribution of achievement, This
objective was achieved in almost all cases. The few programs that were not
- successful were terminated.

The programs are unique in many ways. They are planned and developed
by the staff of each participating school. The principal, the project director,
and a carefully selected staff of teachers, aides, and volunteers make decisions
at the school level. Students with varying abilities are grouped together
heterogeneously. They are usually taught individually or in groups of two or
three at east part of each day by teachers and assistants. In many programs,
each student spends some time each week in a learning laboratory where he
works with highly trained teachers and assistants in specific learning activities --
~ activities designed especially for him.,

Curriculum is developed and prescribed as needed and is based upon a careful
diagnosis of learning disabilities, Success is the key to the program. The
students are made aware of their successes rather than criticized for their
failures. Students feel the high expectations and in turn are motivated to learn.

The program attempts to remove many obstacles that hinder learning; for :
example, sections of the Education Code may be waived if the1r provisions seem
~to interfere with an innovative program,

Another unique feature of the programs is that, unlike most other state or
federal projects, those projects that are considered to be the least coat effective
.are terminated. Funds from terminated projects are being used to replicate
cost-effective programs in more schools within districts that have already
conducted successful projects,
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The demonstration programs began at the seventh grade level in 1969-70,
followed the participating students into grade eight in 1970-71, and is serving

‘them in grade nine in 1971-72, All eligible students at the appropriate grade

levels in each project school were served. As the state-funded programs
moved from one grade to the next, the school districts established similar

‘programs for incoming students in the grade no longer being served by the

original programs. Because of the success of their demonstration programs,
several districts have begun similar programs in additional junior high schools
within their districts, generally with tremendous impact on traditional instruc-
tional programs in reading and mathematics,

if »

Implementation of the Programa

The purpose of the demonstration programs in intensive reading and
mathematics instruction for low-achieving students was essentially to enable
school districts to establish and operate exemplary and innovative projects
to improve the competence of junior high school students in reading and mathe-
matics, Seventeen projects:were approved, and 1970-71 was their second
year of operation, '

Projects were limited to students in grades seven, eight, and nine attending
schools located in low-income areas, Participants were educationally disad-
vantaged students who would otherwise find difficulty in achieving success/in
high school.

Project proposals were required to contain statements of specilic goals
with respect to student achievement and to show a level of cost effectiveness
that would make it possible for other, similar school districts throughout
California to adapt the projects to their needs. Projects that proved least
cost effective were to be terminated, '

The most effective demonstration programs in reading were those in Colton,
Los Angeles (Edison), Los Angeles (Pacoima), Riverside, and Santa Barbara.
The most effective mathematics programs were in Colton, Los Angeles (Pacoima),
Pasadena, and Riverside.

Effective demonstration programs in reading included those in E1 Monte,
Fresno, Montebello, Oakland, San Diego, San Francisco, and San Jose,
Effective mathematics programs were implemented in Fresno, Long Beach,
Los Angeles (Edison), Montebello, Oakland, and San Jose.

The least effective demonstration progran}s included the projects in reading
and mathematics at Los Angeles (Belvedere) and Stockton, the San Francisco
mathematics program, and the Long Beach reading program, '
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Recommendations Regarding the Prg’g“rams

Considering the purpose of the programs as defined by A'uembly Bill 938,
evaluation criteria, and evaluation results, the following recommendations
are offered regarding the demonstration programs in reading and mathematics:

1. Demonstration programs in the following districts should be retained and
extended; they should be commended as most effective; and efforts should
be directed toward greater demonstration and dissemination of information
regarding their most innovative and exemplary cost-effective elements:

Reading g't-dg;-am_s_ Mathematics programs
Colton Joint Unified i Colton Joint Unified “\
Los Angeles Unified (Pacoima) Los Angeles Unified (Paconna) \
Riverside Unified Pasadena Unified N\
Santa Barbara City Elementary Riverside Unified w

Los Angeles Unified (Edmon) ’

. 2. The demonstration program in the Montebello Unified School District should
be commended for its excellence, although the district did not apply for
renewal of the project for 1971-72, The division of Compensatory Education
should continue further dissemination of information about the program and
this district's outstanding replication of exemplary elements in the seventh
and eighth grades.

3. Effective demonstration programs in the following districts should- be'/\"”‘
retained and strengthened, and efforts should be directed toward modifying
these programs to improve their program effectiveness and cost effectwe-
ness and increase their achievement gains:

Reading programs Mathematics programs .
San Francisco Unified - Long Beach Unified
El Monte Elemer'ary Los Angeles Unified (Edison)
Oakland City Unified =~ - Oakland City Unified
San Jose Unified San Jose Unified
San Diego City Unified Fresno City Unified

Fresno City Unified

4. Demonstration programs in the following districts should be terminated :
as least effective for the reasons indicated: R

a. Los Angeles Unified (Belvedere) (reading and mathematics). The Belvedere
project rated low on organization and administration, program development,
and fiscal management and lowest of all projects according to an overall
evaluation questionnaire (rank: seventeenth). The project also rated low
in project observation data, low on a visitation mventory, and low on overall
program effectiveness (rank fourteenth), The projec: ranked 12.5 out of
15 projects in reading achievement and eleventh out of 13 projects in mathe-
matics achievement gains.. The project ranked in the lowest quarter in

33

e




. <;\\

"~ .

' reading achievement, mathematics achievement, and program effective-
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! achievement gains, and

ness. In overall rank order (weighted 40 percent achievement, 40 percent
costs, 20 percent program), Belvedere ranked fifteenth out of 15 reading
projects and 10.5 out of 13 mathematics projects.

. 1
Stockton City Unified (reading and mathematics). The Stockton project
tied another district for lowest place on the program visitation inventory
(rank: 15,5 out of 16). 2‘ e project rated low in project observation
data and in overall pro %n effectiveness (rank order: 11.5). Baseline

data for 1969- 70 revealg‘: ow ratings in the evaluation report, in reading
,\c\osts_ per student. The project rated lowest
among 15 reading programs-in reading achievement gains (0.8 year's

growth per year) and rated second lowest in mathematics gains (rank:
eleventh out of 13). The project showed high operating costs (rank:.’

tenth) and, in cost effectiveness, ranked ninth out of 15 reading projects

and ninth out of 13 mathematics projects. It ranked in the lowest quarter

on reading and mathematics gains and below the median on operating

costs and program effectiveness. In overall rank order (weighted 40 percent
achievement, 40 percent costs, 20 percent program), Stockton ranked
twelfth out of 15 reading projects and 10.5 out of 13 mathematics projects.
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San Francisco Unified (mathematics). The San Francisco mathematics
program’rated low on the program evaluation questionnaire (rank order: :
twelfth out of 17 programs), ‘It rated lowest of all prcgrams in achievement
gains (rank: thirteenth) -- achievement gains reported were equal to four '
months per year of instruction., High expenditures per student were ;
reported for operating costs (second highest, ranking twelfth out of 13
mathematics programs) and for total expenditures per student. The
program was the least cost effective of all 13 mathematics programs

in mathematics, operating, and total costs and in overall cost effectiveness,
The program ranked in the lowest quarter in mathematics achievement and
operating costs. In over:all rank order (weighted 40 percent achievement,
40 percent costs, 20 percent program), the San Francisco mathematics
program placed last, ranking thirteenth out of 13 projects.

e v s e i e

Long Beach Unified (reading). The Long Beach reading program rated

high in program effectiveness, but relatively low in reading achievement
(rank: 10,5 out of 15). The program ranked highest of 15 programs in

reading costs, second highest in research and development costs, second
highest in operating costs, and third highest in total expenditures per '
student. The program was the least cost effective of all 15 reading.programs
in reading, operating, and total costs and in overall cost effectiveness.

The program ranked in the lowest quarter in operating costs per student.

In overalil rank order (weighted 40 percent achievement, 40 percent costs,

20 percent program), the Long Beach reading program ranked twelfth out

of 15 projects,




Evaluation of Demonstration Projects

Projects were continually reviewed by the Division of Compensatory i
Education regarding their effectiveness in improving the achievement level
of students in reading and mathematics. Through reports, questionnaires,
observations, and interviews, projects were evaluated on the basis of
several criteria involving program development, student achievement, and
cost analysis,

By

Program development criteria included the extent to which the projects
adhered to the intent of the legislation and State Department of Education
guidelines on eligibility, selection of participants, waivers, project organi-
zation and administration, program content, demonstration concepts, staff
development, and dissemination of information.

Stﬁden_t achievement criteria included the extent to which the projects
met objectives, measured results, and demonstrated effectiveness in
improving student achievement levels.

Cost ahﬁ'lysis criteria included the extent to which the prbjecta accounted 3
for component costs and demonstrated cost effectiveness, ;

Program Development Criteria
Three separate ratings on program development criteria were combined
to give a ﬁomposite rank order of projects on program effectiveness. (See
Table 1, * ‘ :

First, projects were :rated on a 14-point program visitation inventory,
assessing (1) cost-effective elements implemented in grade seven; (2) cost-
effective elements implemented in grade eight; (3) proportion of students
served by the program; (4) demonstration opportunities; (5) performance
objectives; (8) grouping practices; (7) planning; (8) inservice education; (9)
dissemination of information; (10) individualization of instruction; (11) use
of material and personnel; (12) innovative and exemplary program content;
and (13) staff support. Projects were compared and ranked according to the
ratings they received on this inventory. Table 1 reveals that eight projects
tied for highest place on the program visitation inventory: Santa Barbara,

El Monte, Colton, Riverside, L.ong Beach (mathematic:{, Long Beach (reading),
San Francisco, and San Diego. Projects rated lowest were Stockton and /
Pasadena. Fresno, Los Angeles (Pacoima), Los Angeles (Belvedere),: /
Los Angeles (Edison), and San Jose were also rated low. f

*All tables referred to in this publication will be found in Appendix A,




Projects were rated on a 78-item evaluation questionnaire, assessing the
extent to which they adhered to guidelines on (1) eligibility; (2) selection of
participants; (3) waivers; (4) program organization; (5) project administration;
(6) program content; (7) demonstration activities; (8) staff development; (9)
dissemination of information; (10) component costs; (11) evaluation procedures;
and (12) research design. Projects were compared and ranked according to
point scores on this questionnaire. As indicated in Table 1, Santa Barbara,

El Monte, Colton, and Long Beach (mathematics) ranked highest on question-
naire ratings; Los Angeles (Belvedere), Fresno, Los ‘Angeles (Pacoima), and
Los Angeles (Edison) were rated lowest.

Projects were also rated on the basis of subjective observation notes on
project operations, includmg interview data compiled during review team
visits to project schools in the spring of 1971. Projects were compared and
ranked according to observer ratings based on the general impressions -
obtained during these visits, Table 1 shows that highest observation ratings
were given to the projects in Riverside, Santa Barbara, Montebello, and
El Monte; 1owest ratings were assigned to Pasadena, Fresno, Los Angeles
(Pacoima), and Los Angeles (Belvedere).

These three separate ratings on program development were combined into
one program effectiveness rating by determining each project's median rank
order, Projects were then ranked according to this single overall rating.
Table 1 summarizes these ratings, which placed the following projects highest
according to the overall rating on program effectiveness: Santa Barbara,
El Mounte, Colton, Riverside, and Long Beach (mathematics). Projects rated
lowest in program effectiveness were Fresno, Pasadena, Los Angeles (Pacoima),
and Los Angeles (Belvede re).

On the informal questlonnau'e based on AB 938 gulde lmes. 38 items dis-
tinguished those projects rated highest from those projicts rated lowest. The
pattern of responses to those questions gave a rough composite profile of the
factors that tended to differentiate the most effective from the least effective
demonstratlon programs.

Profile of the Most Effective Projects

In the most effective projects, the programs were being operated in one
school in the district. The educational needs of the students and the assessment
of those needs were described in detail. Project data showed very clearly how
the program met the students' needs, It was evident that the project emphasized
creativity. The project proposal was excellent and clearly explained the use of
existing facilities. Over 75 percent of the students in the appropriate grade were
included in the program. The most general grouping practice used was that of
random order or heterogeneous groups. Instruction was mostly individualized,
The project director was located at the school. Most of the project planning was
done by the whole program staff working with resource personnel. Planning
included inservice training, a cooperative effort with a business or college, and
collection of curricular materials.

. . ,
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The most effective projects were clearly innovative and exemplary., Their

methods, techniques, and procedures were described in detail, and were clearly
‘related to the program objectives. Evidence was usually given of the competence
of any cooperating agency involved. The impact of the demonstration aspects

of the programs was such that they were seen as exemplary by other districts,
and opportunities for observation were well planned and built in, Inservice
education programs were intensive and effective, continuous, and mandatory.
The inservice programs were clearly related to the objectives of the projects,
with schedules and calendars described in the proposals. Each staff was con-
sidered outstanding, and each program was innovative and unique. Provisions
were made for dissemination of information through publications, observations,
and other methods.

N, '
It was clearly demonstrated at the close of the project that the successful
districts could maintain their programs. and strong intent was shown to do so.

, The most effective projects showed a level of cost effectiveness that made
it possible for other, similar school districts to adapt these projects to their
needs. The average cost per student in the successful projects during the first
year was from $250 to $500, and the average increase in achievement was from
11 to 15 months. Therefore, the calculated cost per student per month of growth
was less than $50. The relationships between program, evaluation, project
objectives, and expenditures were clearly indicated. The programs were very
effective in improving the achievement level of students, with a degree of cost
effectiveness best described as excellent.

Profile of the Least Effective Projects

In the least effective projects, the programs were being operated in more
than one school in the district. The educational needs of the students and the
assessment of those nceds were poorly described. Project data showed fairly p
well how the program met these student needs. It was not evident that the ‘
unsuccessful projects emphasized creativity. The project proposals contained
poor explanations of the use of existing facilities, From 25 to 75 percent of
the students in the appropriate grade were included in the programs. The most
general grouping practice used was that of homogeneous groups. Instruction
was only slightly individualized. The project directors were not located at the
participating schools. Most of the project planning was done by administrators
not included in the program staff. Planning often omitted inservice training, a
cooperative effort with a business or college, and collection of curricular
materials.

The least effective projects were possibly innovative and exemplary.
However, their methods, techniques, and procedures were poorly described
and were only vaguely 1'elated to the program objectives. Evidence of the
competence of any cooperating aﬁency involved was usually lacking. The impact
of the demonstration aspects of the program was such that the participating
schools were visited by personnel from other schools in their respective districts
but not by persons from other districts. Opportunities for observation were very




poor. The inservice education programs in the least effective projects were
fair but perfunctory and neither continuous nor mandatory. The ins¢rvice
programs were somewhat related to the objectives of the projects, but no
schedules or calendars were described in the proposals. The staffs of the
unsuccessful projects were considered fair or good. There was scant pro-
vision for the dissemination of informiation through. publications, observations,.
or other methods, . : b

In the least effective projects, comparison groups either vere not used or
were not described. The least effective projects were moderately successful
during their first year but showed a level of cost effectiveness that made it
difficult for other, similar school districts to adapt the projects to their needs.
It was often uncertain whether the unsuccessful districts couid maintain their
programs at the close of the project, and only slight intent was shown to do so.

\/v ’\s\/

The average cost per student in the least effective projects during\the first
year was from $501 to $750, and the average increase in achievement was from
six to ten months. Therefore, the calculated cost per student per month of_-
growth was more than $50. The relationships between program, evaluation,
project objectives, and expenditures were vaguely indicated. The programs
were barely effective in improving the achievement level of students, with a
degree of cost effectiveness best described as poor.

1
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Student Achiev((fhent

Standardized test results, as reported for each project, were tabulated
and compared to show increases in achievement in reading and mathematics.
Achievement increases were expressed in terms of months of gain in mean
grade placement for eacii'month of instruction. Achievement was measured
by the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Level 3, forms Q or R. This’
was administered as the pretest and post-test in all projects. Each project
was rated sepa/rately for reading and mathematics.

As shoiyti;in Table 2, projects rated highest in mean achievement gains in
reading viere Colton, Oakland, Santa Barbara, and Los Angeles (Edison).

Projects reporting lowest reading gains were Stockton, San Diego, Los Angelesv
" (Belvedere), and Montebello. 4

In mathematics, the projects rated highest in mean achievement gains were
Los Angeles (Pacoima), Colton, Pasadena, and Long Beach. The mathematics
project showing the lowest achievement gain was San Francisco, followed by
Stockton, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and Riverside.

To compare projects in which the number of months of instruction varied, a
ten-month school year was considered the basis for determining instructional
gain. Each monthly gain ratio reported was therefore converted to a yearly
gain figure; for example, Colton's reported gain of 1.9/1 (1.9 months' gain per
month) was converted to 19 months' gain for the school year. Similar figures
were derived by multiplying each gain ratio in Table 2 by ten.
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Cost Analysis

LRl e ‘\\\

Cost-analysis ratings were compiled for per-student expenditures and
cost effectiveness. Cost effectiveness was defined as the greatest increase
in student achievement for the least cost per student. Projects were rated
separately on reading and mathematics, with the least cost receiving the o
highest rating. LY '

Per-Student Expenditures

Expenditures were summarized as reported. Costs were tabulated as
of April 30, 1971, for the separate categories of (1) reading instruction;
(2) mathematics instruction; (3) design and implementation (reported as
"research and development"); (4) operating expenses; and (5) total expendi-
tures per studen:., Projects were compared and ranked in order in each
category of expenditures. These rankings are presented in tables 3 through 7.

Table 3 reveals that the projects with the least expenditures per student for .
reading instruction were Colton, Montebello, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and 3{;_;5/

Los Angeles (Pacoima). Projects with the greatest expenditures were Long Lo

Beach, El Monte, Oakland, and Santa Barbara. The per-student expenditure
in the "'most expensive' project was 11 times that of the ""least expensive'"
project. ) ;

Table 4 shows that projects with the least expenditures per student for
mathematics instruction were again Colton, Montebello, Los Angeles (Belvedere),
and Los Angeles (Pacoima), Projects reporting the greatest expenditures were
Long Beach, Oakland, San Jose, and San Francisco. The average per-student
expenditure in the ''most expensive'' project amounted to ten times that of the
"least expensive'' project.

Design and implementation costs ranged from $3 to $508 per student,
Table 5 indicates that these expenditures were lowest in the Stockton, Pasadena,
San Francisco, and Colton projects. They were highest in the San Jose, Long
Beach, and San Diego projects. :

Table 6 shows that the projects reporting the lowest per-student operating
expenses were Colton and Montebello, followed by Riverside and Los Angeles
(Belvedere). The highest operating expenses were recorded for Oakland, Long
Beach (reading), San Francisco, and El Monte. Operating expenses for Oakland
were 9.4 times those for Colton and Montebello. :

As shown in Table 7, total expenditures per student were lowest in Colton,
Montebello, Pasadena, and Los Angeles (Belvedere). Greatest expenditures
were reported for Oakland, San Jose, and Long Beach. Total expenses ranged
from $145 per student in the '"least expensive'' project to $1, 320 per student
in the ''most expensive" project. .
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» Cost Effectiveness

Increase in achlevement per student was compared with expenditures per
student to give a measure of cost effectiveness, as operationally defined,
Cost effectiveness was expressed in two ways: (1) the number of months of
achievement attained for each dollar spent per student; and (2) the cost in
dollars per student of each month of achievement attained,

 The cost effectiveness of pro;ects in terms of per-student expenditures
for reading instruction appear in Table 8 and for mathematics instruction
" in Table 9. Cost effectiveness data for design and implementation are given
in tables 10 and 11, for operating expenses in tables 12 and 13, and for total
expenditures in tables 14 and 15.

Table 8 reveals that the cost effectiveness of reading instruction ranged
from one month of achievement for $3. 74 per student (Colton) to one month
of achievement for $79 (Long Beach). Table 9 shows that the cost effective-
ness of mathematics instruction ranged from Colton's $3.95 per student for
each month of achievement to San Francisco's $84.25 per student.

Table 10 shows that the cost effectiveness of design and implementation
in reading projects ranged from 38 cents per student for each month of reading
achievement (Stockton) to $39.08 per student (San Jose) Table 11 shows that
the cost effectiveness of design and implementation in mathematics projects
ranged from 33 cents per student for each month of mathematics achievement
(Stockton) to $36.29 per student (San Jose).

As mdmated in Tabne 12, the cost effectiveness of operating expenses in
reading projects ranged from one month of reading achievement for $6.89
per student (Colton) to one month of achievement for each $79 (Long Beach).
The cost effectiveness of operating expenses in mathematics projects,as
shown in Table 13, ranged from Colton's $6.89 per student to San Francisco's
$163. 25 per student for each month of mathematics achlevement ;

Table 14 reveals that the cost effectiveness of total expenditures in readmg
prOJects ranged from one month of reading achievement for each $7. 63 spent
in Colton to one month for each $79 spent in Long Beach. Comparable figures
for mathematics projects, as shown in Table 15, ranged from a cost of $7.63
per student in Cnlton to $165, 75 per student in San Francisco,

After the projects were compared and ranked in order on the four cost-
effectiveness measures, the median rank order and the composite rank of the
projects were calculated. The median rank order assigned was the median of
the ranking of each project on the four.measures listed. The composite rank
was the relative rank order of projects on median rank orders. The composite

rank order of the projects on cost effectiveness is given in Table 16 and Table 17,

Table 16 shows that reading projects rated highest with respect to cost effectlve-':
ness were Colton, Montebello, Los Angeles (Pacoima), and Los Angeles (de son),

Readirg projects rated as least cost effective included Long Beach, Oakland
San Jose, and Fresno.
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The rank order of mathematlcs projects on cost effectiveness, given in
Table 17, shows that the most cost-effective projects were Colton, Los
Angeles (Pacmma). Montebello, and Pasadena." Least cost effective were
San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Stockton, and Long Beach.

it

Combined Rank Order Rating of Projects

Following the suggestions of the State Advisory Committee on Program and
Cost Effectiveness, projects were rated on overall effectiveness, combining
their rank-order ratings on three factors weighted as follows: achievement
gains, 40 percent; operating costs per student, 40 percent; and program effective-
ness, 20 percent. The rankings that were combined to give the rating on OVerall
effectweness are presented in tables 18 and 19,

Table 18 1nd1cates that the reading projects rated highest in overall effective-
ness were Colton, Santa Barbara, Riverside, and Montebello; projects rated
lowest were Los Angeles (Belvedere) and Fresno, then Stockton, Long Beach,
and San Diego.

Mathematics projects ranked highest in over:fll effectweness, as shown in
Table 19, included Colton, Rivermde.( Long Beach, and Montebello; projects
rated lowest were San Francisco, Fre‘mo, ‘Lcs Angeles (Belvedere), and
Stockton. :

It was agreed that no project could be considered cost effective that was not
first of all effective in improving achievement. The criterion for effectiveness
in achievement gains was arbitrarily set at the median gain for all projects,
as reported. It was also agreed that projects falling in the lowest quarter on
several separate ratings should be considered least effective., Quartile rankings
of projects are summarized in Table 20.

It was further agreed that program effectiveness should be considered .-
separately from cost effectiveness in determining the least effective projects.
Projects were ranked in order of overall effectiveness and in order of cost
effectiveness, as defined. -
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Evaluation Results

Evaluation results reveal that the projects rated highest on program
effectiveness were Santa Barbara, El1 Monte, Colton, Riverside, and Long
Beach (mathematics). Projects rated lowest in program effectiveness
included Fresno, Pasadena, Los Angeles (Pacoima), and Los Angeles’ i
(Belvedere).

Reading projecty rated highest on student achievement in reading were
Colton, Oakland, Sinta Barbara, and Los Angeles (Edison). Projects
rated lowest on aciflevement in reading were Stockton, San Diego, Los
Angeles (Belveder’ ), and Montebello. .

Mathematics projects reportmg highest student achievement included
Los Angeles (Pacoima), Colton, Pasadena, and Long Beach. Mathematics
projects rated lowest in achievement were San Francisco, Stockton, Los
Angeles (Belvedere), and Riverside.

Projects reporting lowest operating expenses per student were Colton,
Montebello, Riverside, and L.os Angeles (Belvedere). Highest per-student
operating costs were recorded for Oakland, Long Beach (reading), San
Francisco, and El1 Monte.

Lowest total expenditures per student were reported by Colton, Montebello,
Pasadena, and Los Angeles (Belvedere). Highest expenditures per student
were for Oakland, San Jose, and Long Beach.

Reading projects rated highest on cost effectiveness were Colton, Montebello,
Los Angeles (Pacoima), and Los Angzeles (Edison). Reading projects rated as
least cost effective included Long: Beach Oakland, San Jose, and Fresno.

i

Mathematics projects rated. mghest on cost effectiveness included Colton,
Los Angeles (Pacoima), Mor/ cebello, and Pasadena. The least cost-effective
mathematics projects were |an Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Stockton, and
Long Beach.

L,

Reading projects rated highest in overall effectiveness were Colton, Santa
Barbara, Riverside, and Montebello. Those rated lowest included Los Angeles
(Belvedere), Fresno, Stockton, Long Beach, and San Diego.

e m——————

Mathematics projects rated highest in overall effectiveness included Cblton,
Riverside, Long Beach, and Montebello. Rated lowest in overall effectiveness
were San Francisco, Fresno, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and Stockton.

Projects ranking above the highest quartile most often were Colton and
Riverside. Projects placing below the lowest quartile most often were San
Francisco and Los Angeles (Belvedere).

la !
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On the basis of these evaluations, it was recommended that (1) the most
effective demonstration programs should be retained, extended, and com-
mended; (2) effective programs should be retained, improved, and strengthened;
and (3) the least effective programs should be terminated.

W
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Appendix A f
Statistical Data §
TABLE 1 _
RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON PROGPAM EFFECTIVENESS ! o
. : Spring, 1971 :
' - »

e S v ) Q) P Rask Goder
Sants Barbara &5 1 ‘ 2 2 1
E1 Monte T 4.5 2 4 4 2 ﬁ
Colton 4.5 3 (] 4.5 4
Riverside ' 4.5 ] 1 4.5 4
Long Beach (M)** 4.5 4 S 4.3 4
Long Beach (R) 4.5 5 6 s ¢
Montebello - 10 3 6.5 7
San Francisco 4.5 12 9 L9 8.5
Oakland 9 9 7 9 8.5
San Jose 12 9 10 10 10
Stockton 15,5 6 1 11 1.5
San Diego 4.5 11 12 nmn - 11.5
L.A. - Edison 12 14 13 13 1
L.A. - Belvedere 12 17 14 “ L 14
L.A. - Pacoima 12 18 15 15 15
Pasadena 15.5 13‘ 17 15.3 16 | ‘
Fresno 12 16 16 16 17 |

*Ratings: (1) Program visitation inventory
(2) Evaluation questionnaire
(3) Observation notes

**=mathematics; R=reading 1 g;




TAMIE 2 ' B e
o I;ll ORDER OF PROJECTS ON MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAINS
| , 1970-71 (
- _____________________________________ ]
— Basting chisveneng Qel) £ Q1)
Rask Pretect Gatnet | mesk |- Uidpesscs | gatare
1 Colton 1.9/1 1 L..~Pecoina - 2,11
2 Oaklend 1.7/ 2 Colton 1.9/1
3 Santa Barbars 1.6/1 3 Pasedena 1.71
4 | L.A.-Edteon 1.4/1 ‘ Long Beach 0O**|  1.6/1
6.5 Riverside 131 K Oskland | 1.4/1
6.5 San Jose 1.3/1 ' ¢ San Jose 1.4/1
6.5 L.A.-Pacoima 1.3/ . Presno 1.64/1
6.5 San Prencisco 1.3/1 8 L.A.-Edison 1.1/1
9 P El Monte 1.1/1 ( 9 Nontebello . - 1.0/1 |
10.5 Fresno 1.0/1 1 Riverside 0.9/1
10.5 Long Beach (R)} 1.0/1 1 L.A.-Belvedere 0.9/1
iz.s Montebello 0.9/1 11 Stockton 0.9/1 g
12.5 L.A.-Belvedere 0.9/1 13 San Francisco 0.6/1
16.5 San Diego 0.8/1 |
14.5 Stockton 0.8/1 -
- . )
Medien:| 1.3/1 ' Medfen:| 1.4/1
%Cains: Number of sonths of academic achievement gains reported per mt.h' of

instruction,

*M=mathematics
t+ R=reading

16
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TABLE 3 |
RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON EXPEMDITURES PRR STUDENT .
| Reading Instruction
‘GApril 30, 1971) - )
I — =
Reok _Project . Aeount
1 Colton $ 71.00 . g,
7 Montebelle | 6.00 s |
= Belvedere 145.00 et
. Pacoina m.oo/~-
S Bdieon 169.00/ '
6 Rivereide 200.00
7 ) Stockton 272.00
W 8 Saa Francisco : 325.00
9 Fresno | 1,381.00 \\
10 San Diego 464.00*
11. 8.1; Jose 3504.00
| 12 Sants Barbara | : 534.00
13 " Oskland 660.00
N 14 E1 Monte 735.00
15 Long Beach 790.00 -
*Estinated a |
J
38




TABLE 4
.. RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS OW EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT
A 0 Mathemgtice Instruction \
(April 30, 1971)
Rank . MJL—F—\\M.! %
vl Colton $ 75.00
"2 ' Montebello 89.00
oY) Belveders us.00
‘ Pacoime 147.00 )
s Rsison 169.00
K . Riverstde 206.00
.v7 Pasadens . 268.00
: | s Stockton 272.00
i 4 Fresmo 335.00
;)10 Saa Francisco . 337.00
; 11 San Jou. : $04.00
12 Oskland | 660.00
13 Long Beach . 769.00
| SN
-
I )




TABLIES - )
RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS OM EXPENDITURRS PER STUDENT
| Design and Implemen

(April 30, 1971)

—
Rank __Dbystetet Progrem | Apount
1 Stockton Crew | s 3.00.
2 ' Passdena o 12.00"
3.5 San Prancisco R&M ;715.00
3.5 " Coltem Ren 15,00
s Pacotma - | ReM 27.00
6 ‘Belvedere ﬁi R&M N 40,00
7 Montebello ReM 44,00
8 Edison I& M 45.00
’ Oskland Ren 89.00
10 Santa Barbara R . 98.00
11 Bl Monte R 110.00
li Fresno | R&M 116.00
13 Riverside R&M 135.00
lﬁ San Diego R ' 176 .00%*
13 Long Beach | 215.00
16 " Long Beach R 278.00
17 San Jose - R&M 508.00
I

i
*R=reading; M=mathematics
**Estimated

19
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. : b
RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

AN

|

\N

| Opereting Uxpenses
( '(Am( 30, 1971)

N @
Rask Plstrict Progrem 1 Apount
1.5 Colton R &N $131.00 °
1.5 Montebello R&MNM 131.00
3 Riveraide” R&N 1251.00
) Belvedere R&NM 252,00
5 Passdens . 257.00
¢ Pacoima R&M 267.00°
7 Sea Diego R 288 .,00**
8 Edison R&MNM 293,00
9 Santa Barbara R 436.00
| 10 Long Beach | __.486.00
11 . Sen Jose R&M $00.00
12 Stockton R&M 541.00
13 - Presno R&NM $99.00
14 El Monte R 626.00
13 | Saa Francisco R&NM 653.00
16 Long Beach R 790.00
1?7 _ Oskland R&M 1,231.00

*R=reading; M=mathematics
**Estimated

20
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TABLE 7

RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON TOTAL EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

(April 30, 1971)

Rank Pletrice

1 Colton

2 | Montebello

3 Pasadena

4 Belvedere \:\
3 Pacoima '
¢ Edison -

7 San Diego

8 Riverside

9 Santa Barbara
10 Stockton

11 San Francisco
12 Fresno
13 E1 Monte
14 Long Beach

15 Long Beach |
16 Saa Jose

17 Oskland

....n-:::s,.
$ 145.00

175.00
268.00
291.00
294.00
338.00
465.00 **
486.00

534,00

543,00
663.00 t
716.00
735.00
769.00
790.00

1,008.00

1,320.00

*Rsreading; M=mathematics
**Eetimated

t Includes smendments 6/10/71:

San Prancisco--$12,440
Long Beach--$15,233




COST EFTECTIVENESS OF READING PROJECTS -
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

4
3

H
A
k‘
{
g
!
{
!
)

BEARLNG LISTRUCTION ;
e W
To! Moaths of Cost in Dollars Per Student
Rpnk Ptoject Achievement in Reading of Each Month of
) Tor Rach Dollar Spent Achievement in :n“n.
1 Colton . 0.27, $ 3.0
2 Montebello " 0.0 9.56 ;
k] L.A. - Pacoima 0.09 “11.31
4 L.A. - Bdison 0.08 12.07 !
5 Riverside 0.07 15.38
6 L.A. - Belvedere 0.06 16.11 ‘
7 San | &um“eo : 0.04 25.00 5
8 Snnt; Barbara | 0.03- 33.38 {
9 Stockton 0.03 34.00 !
10 Fresno 0.03 30_.107 '
11 San Jose 0.03 38.77 g
12 Oakland - 0.03 38.82 *
13 _ San Diego 0.02 58.00 {
14 El Monte 0.01 66.82 1
15 Long Beach’ 0.01 79.00 3




. , e
. TA‘LE 9. O (_-f) ‘
‘ ' ' COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS o\
. IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR W ‘
MATHEMATICS INSTRUCTION N )
' e of | | y
Nunber of Months o Cost in Dollars Per Student '|{
Ronk \ Project ‘ Achievement in Math for of Each Month of - J
) - "Each Dollar Spent Achievement in Math
\ Ll .
1 Colton -~ 0.25.. . '$ 3.95.--
2 L.A., = Pacoima 0.14 _ | 7.00 -
3 Montcbello 0.11 : 73490 ‘
; 4 L.A. - Edison 0,07 15.36,
5 Pasadena - ' 0.06 : 15,76
6 L.A. - Bel'yedere 0.06 . . 16.11
? " Riverside ' 0.04 | 22.89 |
8 Fresno 0.04 23,03 |
9 Stockton ., 0.03 ‘ 30.22 :
10 San Jose 0.03 " 36.00
11 Oakland _ . 0.02 47.14
12 Long Beach 0.02 ' 48,06
13 San Pranciscf’),‘ . 0.01 . . i 84.25
()
i
W
23
<4




TABLE 10

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF READING PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Nusber of Months of
Achievement in Reading

For Each Dollar Spent

Rank Project
1 Stockton 2.67
2 Colton . Yo
3 San Francisco 0.87
4 L.A. - Pacoims 0.48
5 L.A. - Edison 0.31
6 L.A. = Belvedere 0,23
7 Montebello 0.20
8 Oakland 0.19
9 Santa Barbara 0.16
10 El Monte 0.10
11 Fresno 0.09
12 Riverside 0.08
13 San Diego 0.05
14 Long Beach 0.04
15 San Jose 0.03

Cost in Dollars Per Student

of Each Month of -
Reading Achievement

$0.38
0.79
1.15

2,08

L
3.21
b6t
4.89
5.24
6.13
10,00
. 11.60°
1192
22,00
27.80
39.08

N
!
b |

S o




TABLE 11

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Cost in Dollars Per Student
of Each Month of

‘ \\ Number of Months of
Rank Profect! Achievement {n Math
for Each Dollar Spent
. 1 Stockton 3.00
2 Pasadena 1,42 '
3 Colton 1.27
4 VL.A. - Pacoima > 0.78
5 San Francisco 0.27
' 6 L.A. ~ Edison . 0.24
‘ 7 Montebello 0.23 ‘
1 8 ¢ L.A. = Belvedere 0.23
! 9 Oakland 0.16
‘ 10 Fresno o.(1/z
11 Long Beach 0.07
‘ 12 Riverside 0.06
13 ¢ San Jose ; 0.03
\

O

Achievement in Math

$0.33
0.71
0.79
1.29
3.75
4.09
4.40
6.4
6.36
8.29
13.43
17.22
36.29

o j




TABLE 12

;COST EFFECTIVENESS OF READING PROJECTS

IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

OPERATING EXPENSES

Number of Months of

‘Cost in Dollars per Student

s

Rank Project Reading Achievement of Each Month of

for Each Dollgr Spent Reading Achievement
1 Colton o.1s\“‘{‘_i‘§3 - $6.89
2 Montebello 0.07 14.56
3 Rlvenldel 0.05 19.31
4 ‘L.A. - Pacoima 0.05 ! 20.54
S L.A. - Edison 0.05 20.93
6 Santa Barbara 0.04 27.25
7 L.A. - Belvedere 0.04 28.00

8 San Diego 0.03 '36.00 |

9 San Jose 0.03 38.46
10 San Francisco 0.02 50.23
11 El Monte 0.02 56.91
12 Fresno 0.02 59.90
13 1| Stockton 0.01 67.63
14 z Oakland 0.01 72.41
15 Long Beach 0.01 79.00

)\
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ol COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR
OPERATING EXPENSES

TABLE 13

L

Nusber of Months of |Coot in Dollars Per Student

Rank Project

1 Colton

2 ‘L.A. - Pacoima

3 Montebello v

4 Pasadena

5 LA, - Edison
! 6 Riverside

? L.A. - Belvedere -

3 Long Beach

9 San Jose

10 Fresno

11 " .stockton

12 Oakland

13

San Francisco

Jyosat
T

Math Achievement

for Each Dollar Spent

0.15
0.08
0.08
0.07
0.0({:._\.
004
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.02
0.02
0.01

0.01

of Each Moath
of Math Achievement

'$ 6.8
12,1
13.10
15.12
26.64
27,89
28.00
30.38
35.71
42,79
60.11
87.93

163.25

7
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TARLE 14
COST EFFECTIVENRSS OF READING PROJECTS
‘ IN TERMS OF PRR-STUDENT
1 I0TAL EXPENDITURES
i Nusber of Months of Cost in Dollars Per Studemt
;' Renk Project Resding Achievement of Each Month of )
i . for Each Dollar SEfﬂt M:himt in Reading
i 1 Colton 0.13 $7.63
; 2 Montebello . 0.0 19.44 .
L.A. - Pacoina 10.04 , 22,62
L.A. - Edison  0.04 ' 24,14
L.A. = Belvedere 0.03 2.9
Santa Barbara '0.03 ‘ . 33.38
Riverside 0.03 ' ©. 37.38 i
San Francisco . 0,02 ' $1.00 ;
San Diego 0,02 58.13 O
E1 Monte 0.01 1 66.82 i
Stockton . 0.01 . 67.88
Fresno 0.01 - .60
San Jose 0.01 | 77.54
Oakland 0.01 77.65 .-
| Long pesch 0.01 79.00 |
| : {
3 .
i
28
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TABLE 15

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS

IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT
EX ITURES

—

?tmbcr of Months of
Rank Project Math Achievement
for Each' Dollar Spent
1 Colton 0.13 '
2 .LeAs = Pacqi.u . 0.07 .
3 Pasadena | 0.06
4 Montebello 0.06
5 L.A. - Edison 0.03
6 L.A. - Belvedere 0.03
7 Long Beach 0.02
8 Fresno | 0.02
9 Riverside 0.02
10 Stockton 0.02
11 San Jose 0.01
12 Oakland 0.01
13 San Francisco 0.01

—

. Cost in Dollars Per Student
of Each Month of
Achievement in Math
s 2.6
14.00
15.76
17.50
30,73
32.53
48.00
51.14
54.00
60.33
72,00
94,29 -

165.75




“TABLE 16

ey

i
RANK ORDER OF READING PROJECTS ON COST EFFECTIVENESS

‘Pour Cost-Effectivenass Measures  Rank Composite

Resding | Research | Operating | Total | Seue cre (Ratative
Projest. Coste 6, | _Conte | Sonts |mwemsupes | Reok

Development ~order)
Colton 1 2 1 1 1 1
Montebello 2 7 2 2 2 2
L.A.-Pacoime 3 4 & 3 3.3 3
L.A.-Bdison ) s s 4 4.3 4
L.A.-Belvedere J ¢ ? s ¢ 5.5
Riverside - 5 12 3 7 6 5.3
Senta Barbara 8 9 L ¢ 7 1
Seaa Prancisco R ) 10 o 7.5 .
Stockeon i) 1 13 1 10 9
Rl Monte 14 10 1n 10 105 10
. Sen Diego 1 13 s ’ 11 1
. Fresno 10 1 12 1 11.8 12
San Jose 11 13 9 13 - 12 13

Oakland 12 ] 16 14 13 T

Loog Beach 15 14 15 15 15 18
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TABLE 17

m ORDER OF MATREMATICS PROJECTS ON COST EFFECTIVENESS

' Pour c“t-lftoeuvml.n Measures ll:::n Composite
Ixofect Math Research | Operating ‘roni ‘,",::'c)': (IE.:Etn
Coste 6 |—Seste_ | Soste | Meseures ” g

Colton 1 3 1 1 1 1
L.A.-Pacoima 2 4 2 2 2 2
Montebello 3 7 3 & 3.5 S
Pasadens 5 2 4 3 3.8 3.5
L.A.-Edison 6 L 3 S . | 3
L.A.-Belvedere 6 8 7 (1 6.5 7 6
Riverside ? 12 6 9 8 ?
- Fresno 8 10 10 8 9 8
Long Beach 12 11 8 7 9.5 9.5
Stockton 9 1 11 10 9.5 9.5
San Jose 10 13 9 1 10.5 11
Oakland 11 9 12 12 11.5 12
San Francisco 13 S 13 - 13 13




TABLE 18

OVERALL EFFPECTIVRNESS
June, 1971

“VANK ORDER RATING OF READING PROJECTS ON

Reak Order on Contributing Pactors Raak Order
13 Proiects Achievement Pregrem Operating OU:QII
i, Gatne Effectiveness Cests BEfectivensss
. (leighted 401)) (Weighted 201)|(Weighted 401) S
Colton ) § 3.5 1.5 ) §

' Santa Barbara 3 1 8 2
Riverside 6.5 3.5 -3 3
Nontebello 12.5 €16 1.5 )

Los Angeles-Pacoima 6.5 14 S | s
Los Angeles-Bdison ) 12 7 6
Oakland 2 7.5 15 7.5
San Francisco 6.5 7.5 13 1.5,
£l Monte 9 2 12 s
San Jose 6.5  J 9 9.5
San Diego 16.5 10.5 6 12
Long Beach 10.5 5 14 12
Stockton 16.5 10.5 10 12
Fresno 10.5 15 11 16
Los Angeles-Belvedere 12.5 13 4 - 15




3

TABLE 19
RANK ORDER RATING OF MATHEMATICS PROJECTS ON ]
i OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS z

June, 1971
Rank Order oa Comtributiag Factors Rank Order
On
roiec . Achievemeat Program Operating Overall
Gains Effectivensss Coste Effectivensss

(Veighted 40%) |(Weighted 20%) |(Weirnted 4O

L]
S

Colton T2 2 1.5 1

Riverside 11 2 3 -2 L,
Long Beach 4 2 8 3.5
Nontebello 9 ' 4 1.5 3.5

Pasadens 3 12 5 5

Los Angeles-Pacoima 1 11 6 o 6.5 e
Oakland ) 6 5.5 | n 6.5
San Jose | 6 7 9 8

Los Angeles-Edison ‘ 8 9 7 9

Stockton : 11 8 10 10.5

Los Angeles-Belvedere 11 10 4 10.5

Fresno R 13 1 12

San Frencisco A 13 5.5 12 ' 13

i

)
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QUARTILE RANKING OF PROJECTS ON ACEIZVEMENT -
GAINS, PROZAAM EFFECTIVINESS, AMD OPERATING COSTS

Juse, 1971

Righ Achievement Gatne

P =

rati

Coats Per Student

rti
Qoartd e pesting Fath stive Nath
(W=15) ) (=13) (=17) (h=15) (h=13)
Colton Colton " fcolcon ' Colton Colton .
_ Santa Barbera |L.A.-Pacoima [ Santa Barbara JMontebello Moatedello'
Righest
the L.A.~Edfeson Pasadens E1 Moate Riverside L.A.-Belvedere
Quarter . .
Oekland . Riverside L.A.~Belvedere|Riverside
~ Jrong Beach **
5 ’
Riverside Fresno Momtebello L.A.-Pacoima |Pasadens
Next to _
Righest San Francisco |San Jose San Francisco ] San Diego L.A.~Pacoime
Quater JL-A--Pacotma [oskland [oaklend L.A.-Mison |L.A.-Bdison
oo
San Jose Long Beach Long Beach t Sants Barbers
-
El1 Monte Montebello Stockton San Jose Long Besch
Next to
Lovest Fresno | L.A.-Rdison San Diego Stockton | San Jose
" Quarter Long Beach L.A.-Rdison }Freswo fitockton
San Jose Bl Monte ;
Montebello L.A.-BelvederelL.A.-Belvedere] San Francisco |Fresno
Lowest [1.A.-Belvedere Stockton - JL.A.-Pacoima [Long Beach San Framcioce
Quarter Stockton Riverside Passdens Oakland Oakland
San Diego  |San Frencisco |Presno

*Ad justed to sllow for tied ramk orders.

M=nathematics
t R=teading
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Appendix B

A Summary of the Most Effective Project:
Demonstration Programs in Reading and Mathematics
at Colton Junior High School
o L " _
As documented in their 1970-71 annual report, the demonstration programs
in readmg and mathematics at Colton Junior High School were highly success-
ful.' The following is a brief summary of the planning, program, and evalua-

tion activities that resulted in the highest level of student performance and
cost effectiveness of any demonstration project in California during 1970- 71

Project Planning at Colton v

Colton Junior High School's demonstration project was planned in December,
1969, and implemented during the 1970 spring semester, It was designed
pmmarlly as a three-vear spu'almg program, with student skills built one upon
the other to achieve the followi ing goals: (1) allow students to assume more of
the respon31b111ty for their own education; (2) improve academic achievement in
all subjects by improving reaamg and mathematics skills; and (3) improve
student attitudes.

The original project proposal was written by a team of tear hers, adminis-
trators, and school district personnel. This team approach has been continued
through each year of the project's operation. There were two instructional
teams, one composed of four reading teachers and one composed of four math
teachers. These two groups scheduled, planned, and evaluated activities together.
The project director scheduled approximatcly 120 students for each period of
mathematics and each period of readmg, then the teams assigned students to
1nd1v1dual classes.

Three basic types of learning arrangements were used extensively in the
Colton project: large group instruction, small group discussion, and inde-
pendent study.

D Program Innovations in the Colton Project

Since the reading program was uné'raded and utilized miniunits, students
were assigned to individual classes on the basis of interest and diagnosed needs.

11AB-938 Demonstration Program, Second Annual Report." Colton, Calif, :
Colton Joint Unified School District, June 10, 1971 (mimeographed).
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Miniunits were offered at five- or six-week intervals, and both students and
teachers were allowed to sign up to study (or teach) the topics that appealed

to them. Some of the units included during 1970-71 were propaganda devices,
the newspaper, detective fiction, good grooming, motorcycles, vocations,
scriptwriting, and reference skills. . Paperbacks, field trips, reading machines,
filmstrips, speakers, movies, newspapers, and teacher-prepared materials
were used to help individualize the units,

The reading laboratory was used for a variety of instructional purposes,
including remediation and teaching of the miniunits, The lab was equipped
with controlled readers and accompanying filmstrips, listening centers, -
individual study carrels, tape recorders, a language master machine, and
film equipment. Software items included programmed reading workbooks,
paperbacks, Sullivan materials, selected stories, textbooks and brochures
for individual study, and teacher-prepared pamphlets.

The mathematics program was not ungraded; team members met after
the diagnostic testing, however, and assigned students to the instructors who
stressed the areas of student need indicated by the tests. This team also
prepared its own booklets and teaching materials so that students could
progress at their own speed and work on the units they particularly needed.
The math booklets emphasized basic skills, so that students could enter the
regular state-adopted mathematics program as soon as possible.

Both teams met weekly for planning, inservice training, discussion, and
evaluation. The project director, who was also the school principal, scheduled
“all teachers of a subject to the same conference period for these weekly
meetings, '

i

Continuous Evaluation

Outside evaluation was providéd quarterly to give direction and recommenda-
tions and to assess the attainment of goals and objectives. Student and faculty
interviews, questionnaires, observations, and test data were included, based
upon weekly visits of the project evaluator, ‘

Both standardized and nonstandardized tests were used in the evaluation.
Standardized test data indicated significant gains in reading comprehension,
vocabulary, and total reading scores, Student achievement in mathematics
included significant gains in computation, concepts, and applications and in
mathematics as a whole,

Colton's unique utilization of the outside project evaluator for weekly obser-
vations and quarterly reviews was outstanding. G. Keith Dolan of California
‘State College, San Bernardino, visited the project each week and gathered data
for program improvement. He presented these data to the project staff in
writing once éach quarter. The project staff replied with quarterly written
reports, listing the actions they had taken in response to the evaluator's
recommendations. -
:
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Program Revisions at Colton

After the evaluator's first quarterly report in November, 1970, the Colton
staff listed program revisions in 18 areas, including those 1dent1f1ed in the
paragraphs that follow. :

Additional inservice training time was devoted to individualized mathematics
instruction, including released time for teachers to visit other schools; consul-
tations with personnel in offices of county superintend.:nts of schools and; work-
shops with state college professors; use of SRA mathematics tapes; rev1ew of
new materials; and individual teacher conferences. Instructors exchanged
students to capitalize on individual teacher strengths. Teachers alternated
their teaching strategies. The time of three teacher aides involved in the
project was rescheduled to permit more individual tutoring, including four
periods per day in the classroom. Classified employees were reevaluated
to make full use of personnel strengths. Teacher aides were included in
team planning meetings. Additional volunteer help was secured through the
use of eighth grade students and student teachers to assist with reading.
Mathematics goals were rewritten in terms of specific student performance
and behavioral objectives. The use of parents as tutors outside the classroom
was studied. The objectives of the counselor were redefined, and priorities
were assigned to individual counseling and guidance. A test-scoring device
was purchased to assist the staff with test correcting. General program
objectives were restated in behavioral terms,

In addltlon, the meaning of 1nd1v1duahzed study trips was clarified. (The
term ''individualized study trips'' means that only those students who are
interested in the subject participate; it does not mean that only one or two
students participate.) A calendar of study trips was prepared by the instruc-
tional teams. Guest speakers were scheduled for classroom visits. New-
instructional miniunits in reading were written and prepared for subsequent
class sessions, Regular weekly staff meetings were scheduled separately
for reading and mathematics teams. A student advisory committee was estab-
lished. Efforts were directed toward expanding the group of parent volunteers,
as recommended by the student advisory committee. Thank you notes and 3
Christmas cards were sent in recognition of the efforts of the parent volunteers,
and congratulatory notes were sent to the parents of students on the student
advisory committee. A newsletter was published and sent home. Dr. Dolan
presented a summary of his quarterly evaluation to the school faculty meeting.
Inservice sessions were scheduled for regular staff meetings. Reading teachers
reported on conferences attended. Reguiar biweekly meeting times and dates
were established for the student advisory committee. Action was taken {0
remedy the weaknesses of the programs, as identified by the staff evaluation
questionnaire -- weaknesses in communications, inservice trammg, use of
planning time, and articulation with the senior high school.
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“*"Consumer Reports"

Students reported their liking for the electives, the after school activities,
the teachers, the "work-at-your-own-speed'' booklets, the miniunits, and
the eight different periods. They felt that some booklets were too long, some
classes too short, and some vocabulary words too hard and that there were
not enough paperbacks in the reading classes.

Reading teachers reported that the most effective elements of the program
included the team effort, behavioral objectives (a better way to teach),
miniunits, weekly planning meetings, qualified teacher aides, paperbacks
and magazines, and the reading booklets. Mathematics teachers felt that
the most effective elements of the program ipcluded the teacher aides, - individu-
alized teaching, the variety of materials, diagnostic testing and prescriptive
planning, and the math booklets. :

A principal's advisory group felt that the most effective elements of the
program were individualized teaching, reading instruction, community aides,

‘use of paperbacks, the miniunits, and the outside evaluator.

Final Eval&ﬁon .of the Project

During the project year the project staff directed considerable effort to
follow through on all the suggestions made by the project evaluator. From
his point of view, ''"These dedicated efforts have done much to improve the
project during the past several months."

In a final student evaluation of the project, there was a strong positive tone
to the comments made, with favorable comments outnumbering the unfavorable
by two to one. More than 64 percent of the students considered the program
to be helpful, especially in reading. Positive comments referred most often
to such components as the miniunits, "learning at my own rate,' the use.of
paperbacks, and the variety of teachers and classes.

A final parent questionnaire revealed that the parents were overwhelmingly
supportive of both the mathematics and reading programs, with nearly 90 percent
of the respondents indicating that they would like to have their children continue
in the programs. All but one parent considered the programs to be at least
"moderately effective.'

Overall, the results of the formal evaluation, student achievement data,
behavioral objectives, and evaluator's surveys of faculty, students, and parents
indicated a highly successful demonstration program in Colton for 1970-71,

it




In an attempt to answer the question of how to obtain the greatest increase
in student achievement for the least cost per student, this summary of the
program and evaluation activities of the Colton project seems to lead to one
conclusion: Improvement in student achievement appears to be more closely
related to such factors as individualized instruction, use of local resources,
teacher aides, a variety of teacher-made materials and methods, continuous
evaluation, and parent-teacher-pupil interaction than it is to such costly items
as plant remodeling, equipment, hardware, or technical assistance.

{f

Conclusion to the Colton Projeét
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Appendix C

Education Code Sections on the Subject
of Demonstration Programs

Article 5. Demonstration Programs in Intensive Instraction
in Reading and Mathematies for Low Achieving Pupils
(Article 5 added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 108. Effec-
tive )mml 91st day lfte: adjournment of 1972 Regular Ses-
sion

. Leghlotive IM .

if 6490, Ithminmuulmo!th!uhhmm
exemplary programs be established for intensive instruction
hreulln.ndmthnnthbmudm&umm
aimed solely at developing, withia pupils,
pemhthmba-iclkillnbjuh.‘rhmmmu
developed to serve pupils in grade 7, 8, or 9 who attend school
in designated areas o dmdmun. and who otherwise would
find difficulty in achieving complets success in high school.

It is the further intent of the ature that these pro-
grams in intensive instruction in and mathematies be
operated by school distriets directly, or by school districts

through contract for partisl or eomplete operation with any
competent publie or private agency, foundation or corporation.
It is also the intent of the Legislature that authority be
&-dnud to permit the walver of any provision of the Education

the program a sgency, if such is necessary
Afor tlu development of nodel demonstration programs in the
intensive instruction in reading and mathematics.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (lat Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended in
identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch 1596. Effec-
tive Scptember 6, 1969, until st day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session. )

Adminisiration and Apportionment of Funds

6491. From the funds appropriated therefor by the
ture to the Department of Education for the pumoml:{uthlz
article, the Buperintendent of Public Instruetion, upon recom-
mendation of the Direétor of Com tory Eduutnon. thh
the approval of the State Board of ucation, shall
this article and make apportionments to school di:trleu to meet
the total epproved expense of the school districts incurred in

A uubluhmg demonstration programs in the intensive instrus-

Y tion in reading and mathematices for pupils in grades 7, 8, or 9.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; lmended in
identical llnguage by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch 1596. Effec-
tive September 6, 1969, until 9lst day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session. )

.
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Application for Program by District

6492. The governing board of any district which maintains
grades 7, 8, or 9 on account of any school or schools located
in any area designated by the Director-of Compensa Edu.
eation pursuant to the provisions of Education Code Section
6482, may make application to establish and operate a program
under this article. The application ahall be in the form e:.4
lhul[fconuin euch data and information as the director shall
apecify. : .

(Added by Stats. 1966. (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106 ; amended in
identieal language by Stats. 1?69, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effce-

tive September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session.) .

Weiver of Provisions of this Code

6493. The governing board of a school district, in its ep-
plication, may request waiver of the provisions of uny seetion
.or tections of this code if such waiver is necessary to estallish
axd operate a program undcr this article. The need for a
waiver ghall be explained and justified in the application. The
8uposintendent of Publie Instruction, upon recommendation
of thn» Director of Compensatory Education, with the approval
of tts State Board of Education, may grant, in whole, or in
part, sny such request.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 108. Effective
unti! 91st day ufter adjournment of 1972 Regular Session.)

Operation of Programs ,

&7s. The governing board of the achool district may make
appiication to establish and operate a demonstration program
uuder this article directly, or may make application to provide
for partial or complete operation of such a program through o
contract with any competent public or private agency, founds-
tion or eorporation. -

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106. Effective
until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Session:)

Standards and Criteria by State Boord of Education )

6495. The State Board of Education shall adopt regulations
setting forth the standards and criteria to be used in the evalu-
ation of applications submitted by school districts. The stand-
ards and criteria adopted by the State Board of Education,
among other items, shall include a statement of spacific goala
to i« sought in the program both in terms of pupil achieve-
ment and for the purpose of establishing a model program, and
the requirements for evaluation of the program.

Projects shall be approved only if it can be shown that, if
successful, the cost effectiveness of the project will be such as
to be adaptable within the budgets of other similar achool dis-
tricta throughout the state.
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. ” ‘
Projects shall be eonﬁnw regarding mthir

ing and mathematics. Projects which are least cost effective
shall be terminated and shall be replaced with ones of p.
effectiveness or by new projects which hold promise of in-
creased effectivences. ‘

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended in
identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effec-
tive September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session.) :

Cortification of and Amount of Apportionment

6496. Upon approval by the State Board of Eduecation of
an appli ‘under this article, the Superintendent of Publie
Instruction shall certify the amount to be apportioned to the
spplicant school district. :

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106, Effective
until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Session.)

Evalvation Report . : .
6497. No later than the fifth legialative day of each regular
session of the Legislature, the Superintendent of Public
tion, upon recommendation of the Director of Com-
pensatory Edueation, with approval of the State Board of
Education, shall submit a report to the Legislature on the
implementation and evaluation of demonstration programs
under this article, including the achievement of pupils, an
analysis of the costs of each project detailed in terms of the
coats of design, implementation and continuing operational
expenses, including the degree of cost effectiveness of each
project. The report sball also include recommendations con-
cerning improvement, retention, extension or other aspects of

e program.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended
in identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596.
Effective September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment
of 1972 Regular Session.)

Tormination of Effect of This Arlicle

6408. This article shall have no foree or effect after the
91st day following the adjournment of the 1972 Regular Ses-
sion of the Legislature,

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sem.), Ch. 106; amended
by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effective September 8,
1?69,) until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Ses-
sion,

effeo-
tiveness in improving the achi t levels of pupils in read-
roven
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Overview of the Demonstration Project

The California State Department of Education is in the process of creating
more accountable educational programs throughout the state. The project
described in this report -- a report required by Education Code Section 6497 --
is a step toward a model of accountability.

With the passage of Assembly Bill 938, the 1969 Legislature authorized the
Division of Compensatory Education to establish demonstration programs in
intensive reading and mathematics instruction that would improve the academic
achievement of low-achieving students and be cost effective, Demonstration
programs were established ir 17 of the poorest schools in California with
respect to their students' socioeconomic status and academic achievement.

In terms of educational failure and lack of hope, these were the schools that
had the greatest need for such programs.

The students in the most cost-effective demonstration programs have shown
a rate of achievement seen in few compensatory education programs anywhere
in the nation. These programs were designed with the objective of assisting
students to attain a more normal range and distribution of achievement. This
objective was achieved in almost all cases. The few programs that were not
successful were terminated.

The programs are unique in many ways. They are planned and developed
ky the staff of each participating school. The principal, the project director,
and a carefully selected staff of teachers, aides, and volunteers make decisions
at the school level. Students with varying abilities are grouped together
heterogeneously. They are usually taught individually or in groups of two or
three at least part of each day by teachers and assistants. In many programs,
each student spends some time each week in a learning laboratory where he
works with highly trained teachers and assistants in specific learning activities --
activities designed especially for him.

Curriculum is developed and prescribed as needed and is based upon a careful
diagnosis of learning disabilities., Success is the key to the program. The
students are made aware of their successes rather than criticized for their
failures. Students feel the high expectations and in turn are motivated to learn.

The program attempts to remove many obstacles that hinder learning; for
example, sections of the Education Code may be waived if their provisions seem
to interfere with an innovative program,

Another unique feature of the programs is that, unlike most other state or
federal projects, those projects that are considered to be the least cost effective
.are terminated. Funds from.terminated projects are being used to replicate
cost-effective programs in more schools within districts that have already
conducted successful projects.

3

13 PN AR B B A




The demonstration programs began at the seventh grade level in 1969-70,
followed the participating students into grade eight in 1970-71, and is serving
them in grade nine in 1971-72. All eligible students at the appropriate grade
levels in each project school were served. As the state-funded programs
moved from one grade to the next, the school districts established similar
programs for incoming students in the grade no longer being served by the
original programs., Because of the success of their demonstration programs,
several districts have begun similar programs in additional junior high schools
within their districts, generally with tremendous impact on traditional instruc-
tional programs in reading and mathematics.

Implementation of the Programs

The purpose of the demonstration programs in intensive reading and
mathematics instruction for low-achieving students was essentially to enable
school districts to establish and operate exemplary and innovative projects
to improve the competence of junior high school students in reading and mathe-
matics. Seventeen projects were approved, and 1970-71 was their second
year of operation.

Projects were limited to students in grades seven, eight, and nine attending
schools located in low-income areas. Participants were educationally disad-
vantaged students who would otherwise find difficulty in achieving success in
high school.

Project proposals were required to contain statements of specific goals
with respect to student achievement and to show a level of cost effectiveness
that would make it possible for other, similar school districts throughout
California to adapt the projects to their needs. Projects that proved least
cost effective were to be terminated.

The most effective demonstration programs in reading were those in Colton,
Los Angeles (Edison), Los Angeles (Pacoima), Riverside, and Santa Barbara,
The most effective mathematics programs were in Colton, Los Angeles (Pacoima),
Pasadena, and Riverside,

Effective demonstration programs in reading included those in E1 Monte,
Fresno, Montebello, Oakland, San Diego, San Francisco, and San Jose,
Effective mathematics programs were implemented in Fresno, Long Beach,
Los Angeles (Edison), Montebello, Oakland, and San Jose.

The least effective demonstration programs included the projects in reading
and mathematics at Los Angeles (Belvedere) and Stockton, the San Francisco
mathematics program, and the Long Beach reading program.




Recommendations Regarding the Programs

Considering the purpose of the programs as defined by Assembly Bill 938,
evaluation criteria, and evaluation results, the following recommendations
are offered regarding the demonstration programs in reading and mathematics:

1. Demonstration programs in the following districts should be retained and
extended; they should be commended as most effective; and efforts should
be directed toward greater demonstration and dissemination of information
regarding their most innovative and exemplary cost-effective elements:

Reading programs Mathematics programs
Colton Joint Unified v Colton Joint Unified
Los Angeles Unified (Pacoima) Los Angeles Unified (Pacoima)
Riverside Unified Pasadena Unified
Santa Barbara City Elementary Riverside Unified

Los Angeles Unified (Edison)

2. The demonstration program in the Montebello Unified School District should
be commended for its excellence, although the district did not apply for
renewal of the project for 1971-72. The division of Compensatory Education
should continue further dissemination of information about the program and
this district's outstanding replication of exemplary elements in the seventh
and eighth grades.

3. Effective demonstration programs in the following districts should‘be"""/"\" o i
retained and strengthened, and efforts should be directed toward modifying T
these programs to improve their program effectiveness and cost effective- : |
ness and increase their achievement gains: |

Reading programs Mathematics programs
San Francisco Unified Long Beach Unified
El Monte Elementary Los Angeles Unified (Edison) ‘:
Oakland City Unified Oakland City Unified !
San Jose Unified San Jose Unified
San Diego City Unified Fresno City Unified

Fresno City Unified

.

4, Demonstration programs in the following districts should be terminated
as least effective for the reasons indicated:

a. Los Angeles Unificd (Beivedere) (reading and mathematics). The Belvedere
project rated low on organization and administration, program development, .
and fiscal management and lowest of all projects according to an overall i
evaluation questionnaire (rank: seventeenth). The project also rated low
in project observation data, low on a visitation inventory, and low on overall
program effectiveness (rank: fourteenth). The project ranked 12.5 out of
15 projects in reading achievement and eleventh out of 13 projects in mathe-
matics achievement gains.  The project ranked in the lowest quarter in ;
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reading achievement, mathematics achievement, and program effective-
ness. Inoverall rank order (weighted 40 percent achievement, 40 percent
costs, 20 percent program), Belvedere ranked fifteenth out of 15 reading
projects and 10.5 out of 13 mathematics projects.

Stockton City Unified (reading and mathematics). The Stockton project
tied another district for lowest place on the program visitation inventory
(rank: 15.5 out of 16), The project rated low in project observation

data and in overall program effectiveness (rank order: 11,5). Baseline
data for 1969-70 revealed low ratings in the evaluation report, in reading
achievement gains, and{iQ costs per student, The project rated lowest
among 15 reading programs in reading achievement gains (0, 8 year's
growth per year) and rated second lowest in mathematics gains (rank:
eleventh out of 13). The project showed high operating costs (rank:

tenth) and, in cost effectiveness, ranked ninth out of 15 reading projects
and ninth out of 13 mathematics projects. It ranked in the lowest quarter
on reading and mathematics gains and below the median on operating

costs and program effectiveness. In overall rank order (weighted 40 percent
achievement, 40 percent costs, 20 percent program), Stockton ranked
twelfth out of 15 reading projects and 10. 5 out of 13 mathematics projects.

San Francisco Unified (mathematics), The San Francisco mathematics

program rated low on the program evaluation questionnaire (rank order:

twelfth out of 17 programs). ‘It rated lowest of all programs in achievement

gains (rank: thirteenth) -- achievement gains reported were equal to four

months per year of instruction. High expenditures per student were

reported for operating costs (second highest, ranking twelfth out of 13 |
mathematics programs) and for total expenditures per student. The |
program was the least cost effective of all 13 mathematics prugrams

in mathematics, operating, and total costs and in overall cost effectiveness.
The program ranked in the lowest quarter in mathematics achievement and
operating costs. In overall rank order (weighted 40 percent achievement,
40 percent costs, 20 percent program), the San Francisco mathematics
program placed last, ranking thirteenth out of 13 projects.

Long Beach Unified (reading). The Long Beach reading program rated

high in program effectiveness, but relatively low in reading achievement
(rank: 10.5 out of 15), The program ranked highest of 15 programs in
reading costs, second highest in research and development costs, second
highest in operating costs, and third highest in total expenditures per

student. The program was the least cost effective of all 15 reading programs
in reading, operating, and total costs and in overali cost effectiveness.

The program ranked in the lowest quarter in operating costs per student. '
In overall rank order (weighted 40 percent achievement, 40 percent costs,

20 percent program), the Long Beach reading program ranked twelfth out

of 15 projects. NI TR



Evaluation of Demonstration Projects

Projects were continually reviewed by the Division of Compensatory
Education regarding their effectiveness in improving the achievement level
of students in reading and mathematics. Through reports, questionnaires,
observations, and interviews, projects were evaluated on the basis of
several criteria involving program development, student achievement, and
cost analysis.

Program development criteria included the extent to which the projects
adhered to the intent of the legislation and State Department of Education
guidelines on eligibility, selection of participants, waivers, project organi-
zation and administration, program content, demonstration concepts, staff
development, and dissemination of information,

Student achievement criteria included the extent to which the projects
met objectives, measured results, and demonstrated effectiveness in
improving student achievement levels.

Cost analysis criteria included the extent to which the pr'ojects accounted
for component costs and demonstrated cost effectiveness.

Program Development Criteria

Three separate ratings on program development criteria were combined
to give a composite rank order of projects on program effectiveness. (See
Table 1, *)

First, projects were rated on a 14-point program visitation inventory,
assessing (1) cost-effective elements implemented in grade seven; (2) cost-
effective elements implemented in grade eight; (3) proportion of students
served by the program; (4) demonstration opportunities; (5) performance
objectives; (6) grouping practices; (7) planning; (8) inservice education; (9)
dissemination of information; {10) individualization of instruction; (11) use
of material and personnel; (12) innovative ar.d exemplary program content;
and (13) staff support. Projects were compared and ranked according to the
ratings they received on this inventory. Table 1 reveals that eight projects
tied for highest place on the program vigitation inventory: Szzta Barbara,

E1 Monte, Colton, Riverside, Long Beach (mathematics), Long Beach (reading),

San Francisco, and San Diego. Projects rated lowest were Stocktoa and
Pasadena. Fresno, Los Angeles (Pacoima), Los Angeles (Belvedezre),-
Los Angeles (Edison), and San Jose were also rated low.

*All tables referred to in this publication will be found in Appendix A.



Projects were rated on a 78-item evaluation questionnaire, assessing the
extent to which they adhered to guidelines on (1) eligibility; (2) selection of
participants; (3) waivers; (4) program organization; (5) project administration;
(6) program content; (7) demonstration activities; (8) staff development; (9)
dissemination of information; (10) component costs; (11) evaluation procedures;
and (12) research design. Projects were compared and ranked according to
point scores on this questionnaire. As indicated in Table 1, Santa Barbara,
El Monte, Colton, and Long Beach (mathematics) ranked highest on question-
naire ratings; Los Angeles (Belvedere), Fresno, Los Angeles (Pacoima), and
Los Angeles (Edison) were rated lowest.

Projects were also rated on the basis of subjective observation notes on
project operations, including interview data compiled during review team
visits to project schools in the spring of 1971, Projects were compared and
ranked according to observer ratings based on the general impressions -
obtained during these visits. Table 1 shows that highest observation ratings
were given to the projects in Riverside, Santa Barbara, Montebello, and
E1l Monte; lowest ratings were assigned to Pasadena, Fresno, Los Angeles
(Pacoima), and I.os Angeles (Belvedere).

These three separate ratings on program development were combined into
one program effectiveness rating by determining each project's median rank
order. Projects were then ranked according to this single overall rating.
Table 1 summarizes these ratings, which placed the following projects highest
according to the overall rating on program effectiveness: Santa Barbara,
El Monte, Colton, Riverside, and Long Beach (mathematics). Projects rated
lowest in program effectiveness were Fresno, Pasadena, Los Angeles (Pacoima),
and Los Angeles (Belvedere).

On the informal questionnaire based on AB 938 guidelines, 38 items dis-
tinguished those projects rated highest from those projects rated lowest. The
pattern of responses to those questions gave a rough composite profile of the
factors that tended to differentiate the most effective from the least effective
demonstration programs.

Profile of the Most Effective Projects

In the most effective projects, the programs were being operated in one
school in the district. The educational needs of the students and the assessment
of those needs were described in detail. Project daia showed very clearly how
the program met the students' needs. Itwas evident that the project emphasized
creativity. The prcject proposal was excellent and clearly explained the use of
existing facilities. Over 75 percent of the students in the appropriate grade were
included in the program. The most general grouping practice used was that of
random order or heterogeneous groups. Instruction was mostly individualized.
The project director was located at the school. Most of the project planning was
done by the whole program staff working with resource personnel. Planning
included inservice training, a cooperative effori with a business or college, and
collection of curricular materials.
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The most effective projects were clearly innovative and exemplary. Their
methods, techniques, and procedures were described in detail, and were clearly
related to the program objectives. Evidence was usually given of the competence
of any cooperating agency involved. The impact of the demonstration aspects
of the programs was such that they were seen as exemplary by other districts,
and opportunities for observation were well planned and built in. Inservice
education programs were intensive and effective, continuous, and mandatory.
The inservice programs were clearly related to the objectives of the projects,
with schedules and calendars described in the proposals, Each staff was con-
sidered outstanding, and each program was innovative and unique. Provisions
were made for dissemination of information through publications, observations,
and other methods.

It was clearly demonstrated at the close of the projer:t that the successful
districts could rnaintain their programs, and strong intent was shown to do so.

The most effective projects showed a level of cost effectiveness that made
it possible for other, similar school districts to adapt these projects to their
needs. The average cost per student in the successful projects during the first
year was from $250 to $500, and the average increase in achievement was from
11 to 15 months. Therefore, the calculated cost per student per month of growth
was less than $50. The relationships between program, evaluation, project
objectives, and expenditures were clearly indicated. The programs were very
effective in improving the achievement level of students, with a degree of cost
effectiveness best described as excellent.

Profile of the Least Effective Projects

In the least effective projects, the programs were being operated in more
than one school in the district. The educational needs of the students and the
assessment of those needs were poorly described. Project data showed fairly
well how the prcegram met these student needs. It was not evident that the
unsuccessful projects emphasized creativity., The project proposals contained
poor explanations of the use of existing facilities. From 25 to 75 percent of
the students in the appropriate grade were included in the programs. The most
general grouping practice used was that of homogeneous groups. Instruction
was only slightly individualized. The project directors were not located at the
participating schools. Most of the project planning was done by administrators
not included in the program staff, Planning often omitted inservice training, a
cooperative effort with a business or college, and collection of curricular
materials.

The least effective projects were possibly innovative and exemplary.
However, their methods, techniques, and procedures were poorly described
and were only vaguely related to the program objectives. Evidence of the
competence of any cooperating agency involved was usually lacking. The impact
of the demonstration aspects of the program was such that the participating
schools were visited by personnel from other schools in their respective districts
but not by persons from other districts, Opportunities for observation were very
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poor. The inservice education programs in the least effective projects were
fair but perfunctory and neither continuous nor mandatory. The inservice
programs were somewhat related to the objectives of the projects, but no
schedules or calendars were described in the proposals. The staffs of the
unsuccessful projects were considered fair or good, There was scant pro-
vision for the dissemination of informfation through publications, observations,
or other methods.

In the least effective projects, comparison groups either were not used or
were not described. The least effective projects were moderately successful
during their first year but showed a level of cost effectiveness that made it
difficult for other, similar school districts to adapt the projects to their needs.
It was often uncertain whether the unsuccessful districts could maintain their
programs at the close of the project, and only slight intent was showrfl‘t_o\do so.
The average cost per student in the least effective projects duriné ‘the first
year was from $501 to $750, and the average increase in achievement was from
six to ten months, Therefore, the calculated cost per stude#t per month of. _.-
growth was more than $50, The relationships between progrim, evaluation,
project objectives, and expenditures were vaguely indicated. The programs
were barely effective in improving the achievement level of students, with a
degree of cost effectiveness best described as poor,

Student Achievement

Standardized test results, as reported for each project, were tabulated
and compared to show increases in achievement in reading and mathematics.
Achievzment increascs were expressed in terms of months of gain in mean
grade placement for each month of instruction, Achievement was mea sured
by the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Level 3, forms Q or R. 'This
was administered as the pretest and post-test in all projects. Each project
was rated separately for reading and mathematics.

As shawn in Table 2, projects rated highest in mean achievement gains in
reading were Colton, Oakland, Santa Barbara, and Los Angeles (Edison).
Projects reporting lowest reading gains were Stockton, San Diego, Los Angeles
(Belvedere), and Montebello.

In mathematics, the projects rated highest in mean achievement gainswere
Los Angeles (Pacoima), Colton, Pasadena, and Long Beach. The mathematics
project showing the lowest achievement gain was San Francisco, followed by
Stockton, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and Riverside.

To compare projects in which the number of months of instruction varied, a
ten-month school year was considered the basis for determining instructional
gain. Each monthly gain ratio reported was therefore converted to a yearly
gain figure; for example, Colton's reported gain of 1.9/1 (1.9 months' gain per
month) was converted to 19 months' gain for the school year. Similar figures
were derived by multiplying each gain ratiz in Table 2 by ten.

10



Cost Analysis

Cost-analysis ratings were compiled for per-student expenditures and
cost effectiveness. Cost effectiveness was defined as the greatest increase
in student achievement for the least cost per student. Projects were rated
separately on reading and mathematics, with the least cost rece1v1ng the
highest rating.

Per -Student Expenditures

Expenditures were summarized as reported. Costs were tabulated as
of April 30, 1971, for the separate categories of (1) reading instruction;
(2) mathematics ingtruction; (3) design and implementation (reported as
"research and development '); (4) operating expenses; and (5) total expendi-
tures per student. Projects were compared and ranked in order in each
category of expenditures. These rankings are presented in tables 3 through 7,

Table 3 reveals that the projects with the least expenditures per student for
reading instruction were Colton, Montebello, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and
Los Angeles (Pacoima). Projects with the greatest expenditures were Long
Beach, El1 Monte, Oakland and Santa Barbara. The per-student expend1turn
in the "most expenswe project was 11 times that of the "least expensive"
project.

Table 4 shows that projects with the least expenditures per student for
mathematics instruction were again Colton, Montebello, Los Angeles (Belvedere),
and Los Angeles (Pacoima). Projects reporting the greatest expenditures were
Long Beach, Oakland San Jose, and San Francisco. The average per-student
expenditure in the ''most expensive' ' project amounted to ten times that of the
"least expensive' project.

Design and ijmplementation costs ranged from $3 to $508 per student.
Table 5 indicates that these expenditures were lowest in the Stockton, Pasadena,
San Francisco, and Colton projects. They were highest in the San Jose, Long
Beach, and San Diego projects.

Table 6 shows that the projects reporting the lowest per-student operating
expenses were Colton and Montebello, followed by Riverside and Los Angeles
(Belvedere). The highest operating expenses were recorded for Oakland, Long
Beach (reading), San Francisco, and E1 Monte, Operating expenses for Oakland
were 9.4 times those for Colton and Montebello.

As shown in Table 7, total expenditures per student were lowest in Colton,
Montebello, Pasadena, and Los Angeles (Belvedere). Greatest expenditures
were reported for Oakland, San Jose, and Long Beach, Total expenses ranged
from $145 per student 1n the "least expensive' project to $1, 320 per student
in the "most expensive' project.

e
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Cost Effectiveness

Increase in achievement per student was compared with expenditures per
student to give a measure of cost effectiveness, as operationally defined.
Cost effectiveness was expressed in two ways: (1) the number of months of
achievement attained for each dollar spent per student; and (2) the cost in
dollars per student of each month of achievement attained.

The cost effectiveness of projects in terms of per-student expenditures
for reading instruction appear in Table 8 and for mathematics instruction
in Table 9. Cost effectiveness data for design and implementation are given
in tables 10 and 11, for operating expenses in tables 12 and 13, and for total
expenditures in tables 14 and 15. !

Table 8 reveals that the cost effectiveness of reading instruction ranged
from one month of achievement for $3. 74 per student (Colton) to one month
of achievement for $79 (Long Beach). Table 9 shows that the cost effective- !
ness of mathematics instruction ranged from Colton's $3.95 per student for
each month of achievement to San Francisco's $84.25 per student. :

Table 10 shows that the cost effectiveness of design and implementation :
in reading projects ranged from 38 cents per student for each month of reading i
achievement (Stockton) to $39.08 per student (San Jose) Table 11 shows that
the cost effectiveness of design and implementation in mathematics projects 1
ranged from 33 cents per student for each month of mathematics achievement
(Stockton) to $36. 29 per student (San Jose).

As indicated in Table 12, the cost effectiveness of operating expenses in
reading projects ranged from one month of reading achievement for $6.89
per student (Colton) to one month of achievement for each $79 (Long Beach). .
The cost effectiveness of operating expenses in mathematics projects,as
shown in Table 13, ranged from Colton's $6.89 per student to San Francisco's
$163. 25 per student for each month of mathematics achievement. i

Table 14 reveals that the cost effectiveness of total expenditures in reading
projects ranged from one month of reading achievement for each $7.63 spent i
in Colton to one month for each $79 spent in L.ong Beach. Comparable figures :
for mathematics projects, as shown in Table 15, ranged from a cost of $7. 63 .'
per student in Colton to $165.75 per student in San Francisco. ;

After the projects were compared and ranked in order on the four cost-
effectiveness measures, the median rank order and the composite rank of the
projects were calculated. The median rank order assigned was the median of ‘
the ranking of each project on the four measures listed. The composite rank
was the relative rank order of projects on median rank orders. The composite
rank order of the projects on cost effectiveness is given in Table 16 and Table 17,

Table 16 shows that reading projects rated highest with respect to cost effective- }
ness were Colton, Montebello, L.os Angeles (Pacoima), and Los Angeles (Edison), |
Reading projects rated as least cost effective included Long Beach, Oakland,

San Jose, and Fresno.

120

S

SR TR IRIC




The rank order of mathematics projects on cost effectiveness, given in
Tabie 17, shows that the most cost-effe:tive projects were Colton, Los
Angeles (Pacoima), Montebello, and Pasadena.. Least cost effective were
San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Stockton, and Long Beach.

Combined Rank Order Rating of Projects

Following the suggestions of the State Advisory Committee on Program and
Cost Effectiveness, projects were rated on overall effectiveness, combining
their rank-order ratings on three factors weighted as follows: achievement
gains, 40 percent; operating costs per student, 40 percent; and program effective-
ness, 20 percent. The ranklngs that were combined to give the rating on overall
effectiveness are presented in tables 18 and 19.

Table 18 indicates that the reading projects rated highest in overall effective-
ness were Colton, Santa Barbara, Riverside, and Montebello; projects rated
lowest were Los Angeles (Belvedere) and Fresno, then Stockton, Long Beach,
and San Diego.

Mathematics projects ranked highest in overall effectiveness, as shown in
Table 19, included Colton, Riverside, Long Beach, and Montebello; projects
rated lowest were San Francisco, Fresno, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and
Stockton.

It was agreed that no project could be considered cost effective that was not
first of all effective in improving achievement. The criterion for effectiveness
in achievement gains was arbitrarily set at the median gain for all projects,
as reported. It was also agreed that projects falling in the lowest quarter on
several separate ratings should be considered least effective. Quartile rankings
of projects are summarized in Table 20.

It was further agreed that program effectiveness should be considered .-
separately from cost effectiveness in determining the least effective projects.
Projects were ranked in order of overall effectiveness and in order of cost
effectiveness, as defined.

23"
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Evaluation Results

Evaluation results reveal that the projects rated highest on program j
effectiveness were Santa Barbara, El1 Monte, Colton, Riverside, and Long
Beach (mathematics). Projects rated lowest in program effectiveness
included Fresno, Pasadena, Los Angeles (Pacoima), and Los Angeles
(Belvedere).

T

Reading projectt rated highest on student achievement in reading were
Colton, Oakland, Sianta Barbara, and Los Angeles (Edison). Projects ;
rated lowest on aclfjevement in reading were Stockton, San Diego, Los i
Angeles (Belvederg), and Montebéllo, - "

Mathematics prajects reporting highest student achievement included
Los Angeles (Pacoima), Colton, Pasadena, and Long Beach. Mathematics
projects rated lowest in achievement were San Francisco, Stockton, Los
Angeles (Belvedere), and Riverside,

Projects reporting lowest operating expenses per student were Colton,
Montebello, Riverside, and Los Angeles (Belvedere). Highest per-student
operating costs were recorded for Oakland, Long Beach (reading), San
Francisco, and E1 Monte.

Lowest total expenditures per student were reported by Colton, Montebello,
Pasadena, and Los Angeles (Belvedere). Highest expenditures per student
were for Oakland, San Jose, and Long Beach.

Reading projects rated highest on cost effectiveness were Colton, Montebello,
Los Angeles (Pacoima), and Los Angeles (Edison), Reading projects rated as
least cost effective included Long Beach, Oakland, San Jose, and Fresno.

Mathematics projects rated highest on cost effectiveness included Colton,
Los Angeles (Facoima), Montebello, and Pasadena. The least cost-effective
mathematics projects were San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Stockton, and
Long Beach,

Reading projects rated highest in overall effectiveness were Colton, Santa
Barbara, Riverside, and Montebello. Those rated lowest included Los Angeles
(Belvedere), Fresno, Stockton, Long Beach, and San Diego.

Mathematics projects rated highest in overall effectiveness included Colton,
Riverside, Long Beach, and Montebello. Rated lowest in overall effectiveness
were San Francisco, Fresno, Los Angeles (Belvedere), and Stockton.

Riverside. Projects placing below the lowest quartile most often were San

Projects ranking above the highest quartile most often were Colton and 3
Francisco and Los Angeles (Belvedere). ?
{
{




On the basis of these evaluations, it was recommended that (1) the most
effective demonstration programs should be retained, extended, and com-
mended; (2) effective programs should be retained, improved, and strengthened;
and (3) the least effective programs should be terminated.
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Appendix A
Statistical Data
TABLE 1

RANK ‘ORDER OF PROJECTS ON PROGRAM EFFECTIVEL'ESS
Spring, 1971

D Je R NS T

LIRDP R PRV

Separate Rank-Order Ratings¥® Median Overall
Pro ject _ Q) 2) F__é)_ Rating Rank Order
Santa Barbara 4 1 2 2 1
E1 Monte M I 2 4 4 2
Colton 4.5 "3 8 4.5 4
Riverside 4.5 8 1 4.5 4
Long Beach (M)** 4.5 4. 5 6.§ 4
Long Beach (R) 4.5 5 6 5 6
Montebello - .10 3 6.5 7
San Francisco 4.5 12 9 9 8.5
Oaklanld 9 9 7 9 8.5
San Jose. 12 7 10 10 10
Stockton 15.5 6 11 11 11.5
San Diego 4.5 11 12 11 11.5
L.A. - Edison 12 14 13 13 13
L.A. - Belvedere 12 17 14 14 14
L.A. - Pacoima 12 15 15 15 15
Pasadena 15.5 13 17 15.3 16 .
Fresno 12 16 16 16 17
*Ratings: (1) Program visitation inventory
(2) Evaluation questionnaire
(3) Observation notes
**M=mathematics; R=reading
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TABLE 2

RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON MEAN ACHIEVEMENT GAINS

1970-71
. Reading Achievement (N=15) Mithematics Achievement ;5-13)
Rank _Profect Gains¥ Rank Project Gaina%
1 Colton 1.9/1 1 L.A.~Pacoima 2.1/1
2 Oakland 1.7/1 2 Colton 1.9/1
3 Santa Barbara 1.6/1 3 Pasadena 1.7/1
4 L.A.-Edison 1.4/1 4 Long Beach (M)** 1.6/1
6.5 Riverside 1.3/1 6 Oakland 1.4/1
6.5 San Jose 1.3/1 6 San Jose 1.4/1
6.5 L.A.-Pacoima 1.3/1 6 Fresno 1.4/1
6.5 San Francisco 1.3/1 8 L.A.-Edison 1.1/1
9 El Monte 1.1/1 9 Montebello 1.0/1
10.5 Fresno 1.0/1 11 Riverside 0.9/1
10.5 Long Beach (R)T 1.0/1 11 L.A.-Belvedere 0.9/1
i2.5 Montebello 0.9/1 11 Stockton 0.9/1
; ‘ ' 12.5 L.A.-Belvedere 0.9/1 13 San Francisco 0.4/1
1 14.5 San Diego 0.8/1
' 14.5 Stockton 0.8/1 ;
Median: 1.3/1 Median: 1;4/1
*Gains: Number of months of academic achievement gains reported per month of
instruction.
**M=mathematics
t R=reading
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TABLE 3
RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

Reading Instruction

(April 30, 1971)

m
Rank Project Amount
1 Colton $ 71.00
2 f. Montebello “ 1 86.00
3 Belvedere 145,00
4 v Pacoima . 147.00
5 ' Edison 169.00
6 Riverside 200.00
7 ) Stockton 272.00
8 San Francisco 325.00
9 . Fresno 381.00
10 San Diego 464 .00*
11 Sa; Jose 504.00
12 | Santa Barbara | 534.00
13 " Oakland 660.00
BUTR E1 Monte 735.00
15 Long Beach 790.00 - g
*Estimated f |
a8




TABLE &4 . ' 5

RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

Mathematics Instruction é

(April 30, 1971) é

— 4

Rank Project . Amount

1 Colton $ 75.00 j

2 ‘ Montebello 89.00 g

3 | Belvedere 145.00 %

4 Pacoima 147.00 ;

5 Edison 1§9 .00 2

6 . Riverside - 206.00 i

7 Pasadena ‘ 268.00 ;

8 Stockton 272.00 “4

9 Fresno 335.00 ‘ ;

10 San Francisco . 337.00 ':

11 San Jose. 504.0(; E

12 Oakland 660.00 %

13 Long Beach 769.00 3
15




TABLE 5

RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

Design and Implementation
(April 30, 1971)

p—m
Rank District Program Amount

1 | Stockton L R&M $ 3.00, -
2 ! Pasadena M 12 .06 :
3.5 San Francisco R&M 15.00

3.5 Colton R&M 15.00

5 Pacoima R&M 27.00

6 Belvedere R&M 40.00

7 Montebello R&M 44.00

8 1 Edison R&M 45.00

9 Oakland R&M 89.00
10 Santa Barbara R ~ 98.00
11 El Monte R 110.00
12 Fresno R&M 116.00
13 Riverside R&M 155.00
14 San Diego R 176 .00%*
15 Long Beach M 215.00
16 : .Long Beach R 278.00
17 San Jose R&M 508.00

*R=reading; M=mathematics
**Estimated
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TABLE 6
RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

Operating Expenses
(April 30, 1971)

—
—

Rank District Program Amount
1.5 Colton 'R & M* $ 131.00
1.5 Montebello R&M 131.00
3 Riverside R&M 251.00
4 Belvedere R&M 252,00
5 Pasadena : M 257.00
6 Pacoima R&M 267.00°
7 San Diego . R 288.00%*
8 Edison R&M 293,00 ‘
9 Santa Barbara R : 436.00
10 Long Beach M .. k86.00
11 . San Jose R&M 500.00
12 Stockton R&M 541.00
13 Fresno R&M 599.00
, 14 E1 Monte R 626.00
15 | San Francisco R&M 653.00
16 Long Beach R 790,00 : 1
17 Oakland R&M 1,231.00 :E

| ‘ *R=reading; M=mathematics
| **Estimated




TABLE 7

RANK ORDER OF PROJECTS ON TOTAL EXPENDITURES PER STUDENT

(April 30, 1971)

Rank District Prqg{nn Amount
1 Colton R & M* $ 145.00
2 | Montebello R&M 175.00
3 Pasadena M 268.00
4 Belvedere R&M 291.00
5 Pacoima R&M 294.00
6 Edison R&M 338.00
7 San Diego R 465.00 **
8 Riverside R&M 486 .00
9 Santa Barbara R 534.00
10 Stockton R&M 543.00
11 San Francisco R&M 663.00 T
12 Fresno R&M 716.00
13 El Monte R 735.00
14 Long Beach M 769.00 T
15 Long Beach | R 790.00 t
16 San Jose R&M 1,008.00
17 Oakland R&M 1,320.00

#*R=reading; M=mathematics

**Estimated

t Includes amendments 6/10/71:

2

San Francisco--$12,440
Long Beach--$15,735
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TABLE 8

COST EFPECTIVENESS OF READING PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

READING INSTRUCTION

Number of Months of Cost in Dollars Per Student"
Project Achievement in Reading of Each Month of
For Each Dollar Spent Achievement in Reading

k
Colton . 0.27 , $ 3.J&.
Montebello O.iO . 9.56
L.A. - Pacoima 0.09 11,31
L.A. - Edison 0.08 12,07
Riverside 0.07 ' 15.38
L.A. - Belvedere 0.06 16.11
San Francisco 0.04 25.00
Santa Barbara 0.03- 33.38
Stockton 0.03 34.09
Fresno ‘ 0.03 38.10.
San Jose 0.03 38.77
Oakland ' 0.03 38.82
San Diego 0.02 58.00
El Monte 0.01 66.82
15 Long Beach 0.01 i 79.00

i
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TABLE 9
COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS
IN TCRMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR
MATHEMATICS INSTRUCTION
_ R
Nunber of Months of Cost in Dollars Per Stusdent
Rank Project . Achievement in Math for of Each Month of
A "Each Dollar Spent’ Achievenent in Math
1 ) Colton _ 0.25. . $ 3.95.
2 L.A. - PaCOima ) 0.14 7.00
3 Montebello 0.11 8.90
4 L.A. - Edison  0.07 15.36
5 Pasadcna ‘ 0.06 : 15.76
6 L.A. = Belvedere 0.06 _ 16.11
7 A Riverside 0.04 22.89
8 Fresno 0.04 23.93
9 Stockton 0.03 ' 30.22 3
10 San Jose 0.03 " 36.00
11 takland 0.02 47.14
12 Long Beach 0.02 48.06
13 San Francisco 0.01 : . 84.25 P
l
|
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COST EFFECTIVENESS OF READING PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

TABLE 10

DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

Number of Months of

Cost in Dollars Per Student

Rank Project Achievement in Reading of Each Month of °
- For Each Dollar Spent Reading Achievement
1 Stockton 2.67 $ 0.38
2 Colton . Yo 0.79
3 San Francisco 0.87 1.15
4 L.A. - Pacoima 0.48 2.08
L.A. - Edison 0.31 -3.21
6 L.A. -~ Belvedere 0.23 4.44‘
7 Montebello 0.20 4.89
8 Oakland 0.19 5.24
9 Santa Barbara 0.16 6.13
10 E1l Monte 0.10 10.00
11 Fresno 0.09 . 11,60
12 Riverside 0.08 11.92
13 San Diego 0.05 22.00
14 Long Beach 0.04 27.80
15 San Jose 0.03 39,08
._'24
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.- : TABLE 11

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR
DESIGN AND TMPLEMENTATION

Number of Months of Cost in Dollars Per Student

Rank Project Achievement in Math of Each Month of
for Each Dollar Spent Achievement in Math

1 Stockton 3.00 . | $0.33

2 Pasadena ’ 1.42 ' 0.71

3 Colton . 1.27 . - 0.79

4 L.A. - Pacoima 0.78 . 1.29

5 San Francisco 0.27 3.75

6 L.A. - Edison 0.24 | 4.09

7 Montebello 0.23 4.40

8 L.A. - Belvedere 0.23 4.44

9 Oakland 0.16 6.36

10 Fresno . 0.12 8.29

11 " Long Beach - 0.07 . 13.43

12 Riverside 0.06 17.22

13 San Jose 0.03 | 36.29
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TABLE 12

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF READING PROJECTS
IN TERMS OF PER~-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

OPERATING EXPENSES

Number of Months of

Cost in Dollars per Student

Rank Project Reading Achievement of Each Month of

for Each Dollar Spent Reading Achievement
1 Colton 0.15 $ §.89
2 Montebello 0.07 14.56
3 Riverside‘ 0.05 19.31
4 L.A. - Pacoima 0.05 20.54
5 L.A. - Edison 0.05 20.93
6 Santa Barbara 0.04 27.25
7 L.A. - Belvedere 0.04 28.00
8 San Diego 0.03 36.00
9 San Jose 0.03 38.46
10 San Francisco 0.02 50.23
11 El Monte 0.02 56.91
12 Fresno 0.02 59.90
13 Stockton 0.01 67.63
14 Oakland 0.01 72.41
15 Long Beach 0.01 79.00
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COST EFFECTIVENESS OF MATH PROJECTS

TABLE 13

IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT EXPENDITURES FOR

OPERATING EXPENSES

Number of Months of

Cost in Dollars Per Student

Rank Project Math Achievement of Each Month
— for Each Dollar Spent of Math Achievement
1 Colton 0.15 $ 6.89

2 'L.A. - Pacoima L 0.08 12,71

3 Montebello v 0.08 13.10

4 Pasadena 0.07 15.12

5 L.A. =~ Edison 0.04 26,64

6 Riverside 0.04 27.89

7 L.A. - Belvedere 0.04 28,00

8 Long Beach 0.03 30.38

9 San Jose 0.03 35.71
10 Fresno 0.02 42,79
11 -Stockton 0.02 60.11
12 Oakland 0.01 87.93
13 San Francisco 0.01 163.25
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TABLE 14

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF READING P'ROJECTS

IN TERMS OF PER-STUDENT
TOTAL_EXPENDITURES

Number of Months of Cost in Dollars Per Student
Rank Project Reading Achievement of Each Month of
for Each Dollar Spent Achievement in Reading
1 Colton 0.13 ' $ 7.63
2 Montebello .0.05 19.44 . .
3 L.A. - Pacoima- 0.04 22.62‘
4 L.A. - Edison 0.04 ‘ 24.14
5 L.A. - Belvedere 0.03 32.33
6 Santa Barbara "0.03 33.38
7 Riverside 0.03 37.38
8 San Francisco 0.02 51.00
9 San Diego 0.02 58.13
10 El Monte 0.01 66.82
11 Stockton 0.01 . 67.88
12 Fresno 0.01 71.60
13 San Jose 0.01 77.54
14 Oakland 0.0l 77.65
15 Long Beach 0.01 79.00
28
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TABLE 15

COST EFFECTIVENESS OF ‘MATH PROJECTS

IN TERMS OF PER=-STUDENT
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

Number of Months of . Cost in Dollars Per Student
Rank Project Math Achievement of Each Month of
for Each Dollar Spent Achievement in Math
1 Colton 0.13 $ 7.63
2 .L.A. - Pacoima . 0.07 . 14.00
3 Pasadena | 0.06 15.76
4 Montebello 0.06 17.50
5 L.A. - Edison 0.03 ' 30.73
6 L.A. - Belvedere 0.03 32.33
7 Long Beach 0.02 48.00
8 Fresno 0.02 51.14
9 Riverside 0.02 54.00
10 Stockton 0.02 60.33
11 San Jose 0.01 72,00
12 Oakland 0.01 94,29
13 San Francisco 0.01 165.75
29
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_TABLE 16

RANK ORDER OF READING PROJECTS ON COST EFFECTIVENESS

—

31

Four Cost-Effectiveness Measures H;::.‘:n Composite
Order on Rank
Reading Research Operating Total Pour C/E (Relative

Project. Costs &, Coats Costs Measures Rank

Development - Order)
Colton 1 2 1 1 1 1
Montebello 2 7 2 2 2 2
L.A.-Pacoima k] 4 4 3 3.5 3
L.A.-Edison 4 5 5 4 4.5 4
L.A.-Belvedere 6 6 - 7 5 6 5.5
Riverside - 5 12 3 7 6 5.5
Santa Barbara 8 9 6 6 7 7_
San Francisco 7 k] 10 8 7.5 8
Stockton 9 1 13 11 10 9
El Monte 14 10 11 10 10.5 10
. San Diego 13 13 8 9 11 11
. Fresno 10 11 12 12 11.5 12
San Jose 11 15 9 13 - 12 13

Oakland 12 8 14 14 13 16
Long Beach 15 14 15 15 15 15
30
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TABLE 17

RANK ORDER OF MATHEMATICS PROJECTS ON COST EFFECTIVENESS

oot o k" T e A ot %

: Median
Four Cost-Effectiveness Measures Rank Composite |
Order on Rank !
Project Math Research Operating Total Four C/E (Relative
Costs & Costs Costs | Measures Rank .
Development = || _Order)
Colton 1 3 1 1 1 1 |
L.A.-Pacoima 2 4 2 2 2 2 |
Montebello 3 7 3 4 3.5 3.5
Pasadena 5 2 4 3 3.5 3.5
Lvo'Edison 4 6 5 5 5 5
L.A.-Belvedere 6 8 7 6 6.5 6
Riverside 7 12 6 9 8 7
Fresno ' 8 10 10 8 9 8
Long Beach 12 11 8 7 9.5 9.5
Stockton 9 1 11 10 9.5 9.5 1
San Jose 10 13 9 11 10.5 11
Oakland 11 9 12 12 11.5 12
San Francisco 13 5 13 - 13 13 13
3
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TABLE 18

RANK ORDER RATING OF READING PROJECTS ON
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS

June, 1971

Rank Order on ébntributi.ng Factors Rank Order.
15 Projects Achievement Program Operating Ov(e,:au
Gains Effectiveness Costs Effectiveness
(Weighted 40%)| (Weighted 20%) [ (Weighted 403%) -
Colton 1 3.5 1.5 1
* Santa Barbara 3 1 8 2
Riverside 6.5 3.5 3 3
Montebello 2.5 6 1.5 4
Los Angeles-Pacoima 6.5 14 5 5
Los Angelea-&?ison 4 12 7 6
Oakland 2 7.5 15 7.5
San Francisco gS 7.5 13 7.5,
El Monte 9 2 12 95
San Jose 6.5 9 9 9.5
San Diego 14.5 10.5 6 12
Long Beach 10.5 5 14 12
Stockton 14.5 10.5 10 12
Fresno 10.5 15 11 14
Los Angeles-Belvedere 12.5 13 4 15
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TABLE 19

RANK ORDER RATING OF MATHEMATICS PROJECTS ON
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS

June, 1971

Rank Order on Contributing Factors Rank Order
13 Projects . Achievement Program Operating Ov(e):all

Gains Effectiveness (oste Effectiveness
(Weighted 40%) [(Weighted 20%) |(Weifnted 40%) .
Colton 2 2 1.5 1
Riverside 11 2 3 2
Long Beach 4 2 8 3.5
Montebello 9 4 1.5 3.5
Pasadena 3 12 5 5
Los Angeles-Pacoima 1 11 6 6.5
Oakland 6 5.5 13 6.5
San Jose 6 7 9 8
Los Angeles-Edison 8 9 7 9
Stockton 11 8 10 10.5
Los Angeles-Belvedere 11 10 4 10.5
Fresno 6 13 11 12
San Freacisco 13 5.5 12 13
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TABLE 20

QUARTILE RANKING OF PROJECTS ON ACHIEVEMENT
GAINS, PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS, AND OPERATING COSTS

High Achievement Gains

June, 1971

High Program ||[Low Operating Costs Per Student

' Reading Math Reading Math
(N=15) (N=13) (N=15) (N=13)
Colton Colton Colton Colton Colton .
_ Santa Barbara |L.A.-Pacoima [[Santa Barbara |{Montebello Montebello’
Highest
L.A.-Edison Pasadena El Monte Riverside L.A.-Belvedere
Quarter .
Oakland Riverside L.A.-Belvedere|{Riverside -
'{Long Beach *k
2%
Riverside Fresno Montebello L.A.-Pacoima |Pasadena
Next to )
Highest San Francisco |San Jose San Francisco [|San Diego L.A.~Pacoima
Quarter |[/L+A--Pacoima |Oakland Oakland L.A.-Edison |L.A.-Edison
San Jose Long Beach Long Beach T Santa Barbara
Q-
El Monte Montebello Stockton San Jose Long Beach
Next to _
Fresno L.A.-Edison San Diego Stockton San Jose
Lowvest
Quarter Long Beach L.A.-Edison "Frenno Stockton
San Jose E1l Monte _
Montebello L.A.-BelvedereLL.A.-Be.lvedere San Francisco |Fresno
Lowest L.A.~-Belvedéra} Stockton L.A.-Pacoima [{Long Beach San Francisco
Quarter Stockton Riverside Pasadena Oakland QOakland
San Diego San Francisco jFresno

*Ad justed to allow for tied rank orders.

**M-=mathematics

t R=reading

34
35



Appendix B

A Summary of the Most Effective Project:
Demonstration Program¢ in Reading and Mathematics
at Colton Junior High School

As documented in their 1970-71 annual report, the demonstration programs
in reading and mathematics at Colton Junior High School were highly success-
ful.! The following is a brief summary of the planning, program, and evalua-
tion activities that resulted in the highest level of student performance and
cost effectiveness of any demonstration project in California during 1970- 71

Project Planning at Colton

Colton Junior High School's demonstration project was planned in December,
1969, and implemented during the 1970 spring semester. It was designed
primarily as a three-year spiraling program, with student skills built one upon
the other to achieve the following goals: (1) allow students to assume more of
the responmbﬂvty for their own education; (2) improve academic achievement in
all subjects by improving read1ng and mathematics skills; and (3) improve
student attitudes.

The original project proposal was written by a team of teachers, adminis-
trators, and school district personnel. This team approach has been continued
through each year of the project's operation. There were two instructionial
teams, one composed of four reading teachers and one composed of four raath
teachers. These two groups scheduled, planned, and evaluated activities together.
The project director scheduled approximately 120 students for each period of
mathematics and each period of reading; then the teams assigned students to
individual classes.

Three basic types of learning arrangements were used extensively in the
Colton project: large group instruction, small group discussion, and inde-
pendent study.

Program Innovations in the Colton Project

Since the reading program was ungraded and utilized miniunits, students
were assigned to individual classes on the basis of interest and diagnosed needs.,

1nAB-938 Demonstration Program, Second Annual Report." Colton, Calif, :
Colton Joint Unified School District, June 10, 1971 (mimeographed).
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Miniunits were offered at five- or six-week intervals, and both students and
teachers were allowed to sign up to study (or teach) the topics that appealed

to them. Some of the units included during 1970-71 were propaganda devices,
the newspaper, detective fiction, good grooming, motorcycles, vocations,
scriptwriting, and reference skills. Paperbacks, field trips, reading machines,
filmstrips, speakers, movies, newspapers, and teacher-prepared materials
were used to help individualize the units,

-

The reading laboratory was used for a variety of instructional purposes,
including remediation and teaching of the miniunits, The lab was equipped
with controlled readers and accompanying filmstrips, listening centers,
individual study carrels, tape recorders, a language master machine, and
film equipment. Software items included programmed reading workbooks,
paperbacks, Sullivan materials, selected stories, textbooks and brochures
for individual study, and teacher-prepared pamphlets.

The mathematics program was not ungraded; team members met after
the diagnostic testing, however, and assigned students to the instructors who
stressed the areas of student need indicated by the tests. This team also
prepared its own booklets and teaching materials so that students could
progress at their own speed and work on the units they particularly needed.
The math booklets emphasized basic skills, so that students could enter the
regular state-adopted mathematics program as soon as possible.

Both teams met weekly for planning, inservice training, discussion, and
evaluation. The project director, who was also the school principal, scheduled
all teachers of a subject to the same conference period for these weekly
meetings. '

Continuous Evaluation

Outside evaluation was provided quarterly to give direction and recommenda-
tions and to assess the attainment of goals and objectives. Student and faculty
interviews, questionnaires, observations, and test data were included, based
upon weekly visits of the project evaluator,

Both standardized and nonstandardized tests were used in the evaluation.
Standardized test data indicated significant gains in reading comprehension,
vocabulary, and total reading scores. Student achievement in mathematics
included significant gains in computation, concepts, and applications and in
mathematics as a whole.

Colton's unique utilization of the outside project evaluator for weekly obser-
vations and quarterly reviews was outstanding. G. Keith Dolan of California
State College, San Bernardino, visited the project each week and gathered data
for program improvement. He presented these data to the project staff in
writing once each quarter. The project staff replied with quarterly written
reports, listing the actions they had taken in response to the evaluator's
recommendations.
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Program Revisions at Colton

After the evaluator's first quarterly report in November, 1970, the Colton
staff listed program revisions in 18 areas, including those identified in the
paragraphs that follow.

Additional inservice training time was devoted to individualized mathematics
instruction, including released time for teachers to visit other schools; consul-
tations with personnel in offices of county superintendents of schools and work-
shops with state college professors; use of SRA mathematics tapes; review of
new materials; and individual teacher conferences. Instructors exchanged
students to capitalize on individual teacher strengths. Teachers alternated
their teaching strategies. The time of three teacher aides involved in the
project was rescheduled to permit more individual tutoring, including four
periods per day in the classroom. Classified employees were reevaluated i
to make full use of personnel strengths. Teacher aides were included in ;
team planning meetings. Additional volunteer help was secured through the
use of eighth grade students and student teachers to assist with reading.

Mathematics goals were rewritten in terms of specific student performance
and behavioral objectives. The use of parents as tutors outside the classroom
was studied. The objectives of the counselor were redefined, and priorities
were assigned to individual counseling and guidance. A test-scoring device
was purchased to assist the staff with test correcting. General program
objectives were restated in behavioral terms.

In addition, the meaning of individualized study trips was clarified. (The
term "individualized study trips'' means that only those students who are
interested in the subject participate; it does not mean that only one or two
students participate.) A calendar of study trips was prepared by the instruc-
tional teams. Guest speakers were scheduled for classroom visits. New
instructional miniunits in reading were written and prepared for subsequent : |
class sessions. Regular weekly staff meetings were scheduled separately : :
for reading and mathematics teams. A student advisory committee was estab- i |
lished. Efforts were directed toward expanding the group of parent volunteers, j
as recommended by the student advisory committee. Thank you notes and f ‘
Christmas cards were sent in recognition of the efforts of the parent volunteers, "
and congratulatory notes were sent to the parents of students cn the student
advisory committee. A newsletter was published and sent home, Dr. Dolan
presented a summary of his quarterly evaluation to the school faculty meeting.
Inservice sessions were scheduled for regular staff meetings. Reading teachers
reported on conferences attended. Regular biweekly meeting times and dates
were established for the student advisory committee. Action was taken to ;
remedy the weaknesses of the programs, as identified by the staff evaluation - ; ‘
questionnaire -- weaknesses in communications, inservice training, use of
planning time, and articulation with the senior high school.
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"Consumer Reports'

Students reported their liking for the electives, the after school activities,
the teachers, the ''work-at-your-own-speed' booklets, the miniunits, and
the eight different periods. They felt that some booklets were too long, some
classes too short, and some vocabulary words too hard and that there were
not enough paperbacks in the reading classes.

Reading teachers reported that the most effective elements of the program
included the team effort, behavioral objectives (a better way to teach),
miniunits, weekly planning meetings, qualified teacher aides, paperbacks
and magazines, and the reading booklets., Mathematics teachers felt that’
the most effective elements of the program 1pcluded the teacher aides, - individu-
alized teaching, the variety of materials, .diagnostic testing and prescnptwe
planning, and the math booklets.

A principal's advisory group felt that the most effective elements of the
program were individualized teaching, reading instruction, community aides,
use of paperbacks, the miniunits, and the outside evaluator.

Final Evaluation of the Project

During the project year the project staff directed considerable effort to
follow through on all the suggestions made by the project evaluator., From
his point of view, ''"These dedicaied efforts have done much to improve the
project during the past several months,"

In a final student evaluation of the project, there was a strong positive tone
to the comments made, with favorable comments outnumbering the unfavorable
by two to one. More than 64 percent of the students considered the program
to be helpful, especially in reading. Positive comments referred most often
to such components as the miniunits, ''learning at my own rate,' the use.of
paperbacks, and the variety of teachers and classes,

A final parent questionnaire revealed that the parents were overwhelmingly
supportive of both the mathematics and reading programs, with nearly 90 percent
of the respondents indicating that they would like to have their children continue

m the programs. All but one parent considered the programs to be at least
"moderately effective. "

Overall, the results of the formal evaluation, student achievement data,
behavioral objectives, and evaluator's surveys of faculty, students, and parents
indicated a highly successful demonstration program in Colton for 1970-71.
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Conclusion to the Colton Project

In an attempt to answer the question of how to obtain the greatest increase
in student achievement for the least cost per student, this summary of the
program and evaluation activities of the Colton project seems to lead to one
conclusion: Improvement in student achievement appears to be more closely
related to such factors as individualized instruction, use of local resouwces,
teacher aides, a variety of teacher-made materials and methods, con‘inuous
evaluation, and parent-teacher-pupil interaction than it is to such costly items
as plant remodeling, equipment, hardware, or technical assistance.
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Appendix C

Education Code Sections on the Subject
of Demonstration Programs

Article 5. Demonstration Programs in Intensive Instruction
in Reading and Mathematies for Low Achieving Pupils
(Article 5 added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106. Effec-
tive until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Ses-

ston) :

Legislative Intent ) :

6490, It is the intent and purpose of the Legislature that '
exi mplary programs be established for intensive instruction
in yeading and mathematics to serve as demonstration projects
aim2d solely at developing, within pupils, above-average com-
petecce in these basie skill subjects, The program shell be
developed to serve pupils in grade 7, 8, or 9 who attend school
in designated areas of disadvantage, and who otherwise would
find difficulty in achieving complete success in high school.

It is the further intent of the Legislature that these pro-
grams in intensive instruction in reading and mathematics be
operated by school districts directly, or by school districts
through contract for partial or complete operation with any
competent public or private agency, foundation or corporation.
It is also the intent of the Legislature that authority be
granted to permit the waiver of any provision of the Education
Code by the program approving agency, if such is necessary
for the development of model demonstration programs in the
intensive instruction in reading and mathematics.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended in
identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effec-
tive September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session.)

Adminisiration and Apportionment of Funds

6491. From the funds appropriated therefor by the Legisla-
ture to the Department of Education for the purposes of this
article, the Superintendent of Publi¢ Instruction, upon recom-
mendation of the Director of Compensatory Education, with
the approval of the State Board of Education, shall administer
! this article and make apportionments to school districts to meet

the total approved expense of the school districts incurred in
establishing demonstration programs in the intensive instruc-
tion in reading and mathematics for pupils in grades 7, 8, or 9.
(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended in ‘
identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effec-
; tive September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session.)
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Application for Program by District

6492, The governing board of any district which maintains
grades 7, 8, or 9 on account of any school or schools located
in any area designated by the Director of Compensatory Edu-
eation pursuant to the provisions of Education Code Section
6482, may make application to establish and operate a progrum
under this article, The application shall be in the form eud
aha]lfcontaln such data and mformatlon a8 the director shall
specify.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended in
identical language by Stats. ]?69 Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effce-
tive September 6, 1969, until 91st day after .xd,]ournment of

1972 Regular Session, )

Weiver of Provisions of this Code

6493. The governing board of a school dlstr‘-t in its &p-
plication, may request waiver of the prowsxons of uny seetion
or sections of this code if such waiver is nceessary to cxialiich
and operate a program undecr this article. The need for &
waiver ghall be explained and justified in the application. The
Suporintendent of Public Instruction, upon recoramendation
of tlm Director of Compansatory Education, with the approval
of ttas State Board of Education, may grant, in whole, or in
pert, any such request.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106. Effective
until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Session.)

Opsration of Programs

&0z, Tae governing board of the school district may maks
appiication to establish and operate a demonstration program
uuder this article direetly, or may make application to provide
for partial or complete operation of such a program through &
contract with any competent public or private agency, founda-

_tion or corporation.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106. EfEectlve

until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Reoular Session.)

Standards and Criteria by Stale Board of Education

6495. The State Board of Education shall adopt regulations
setting forth the standards and criteria to be used in the evalu-
ation of applications submitted by school districts. The stand-
ards and criteria adopted by the State Board of Education,
among other items, shall include a statement of specific goals
to o sought in the program both in terms of pupil achieve-
ment and for the purpose of establishing a model program, and
the requirements for evaluation of the program.

Projects shall be approved only if it can be shown that, if
successful, the cost effectiveness of the project will be such as
to be adaptable within the budgets of other similar school dis-
tricts throughout the state,




Projects shall be continually reviewed regarding their effec-
tiveness in improving the achievement levels of pupils in read-
ing and mathematics. Projects which are least cost effective
shall be terminated and shall be replaced with ones of proven
effectiveness or by new projects which hold promise of in-
creased effectiveness.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended in
identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effec-
tive September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment of
1972 Regular Session.)

Certification of and Amount of Apportionment

6496. Upon approval by the State Board of Education of
an application under this article, the Superintendent of Publio
Instruction shall certify the amount to be epportioned to the
applicant school district.

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106. Effective
until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Session.)

Evaluation Report : )

6497. No later than the fifth legislative day of each regular
session of the Legislature, the Superintendent of Public
Instruction, upon recommendation of the Director of Com-
pensatory Edueation, with approval of the Stste Board of
Education, shall submit a report to the Legislature on the
implementation and evaluation of demonstration programs
under this article, ineluding the achievement of pupils, an
analysis of the costs of each project detailed in terms of the
costs of design, implementation and continuing operational
expenses, including the degree of cost effectiveness of each
project. The report shall also include recommendations con-
cerning improvement, retention, extension or other aspeets of
the program. ‘

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended
in identical language by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596.
Effective September 6, 1969, until 91st day after adjournment
of 1972 Regular Session.)

Termination of Effect of This Arlicle

6498. This article shall have no force or effect after the
91st day following the adjournment of the 1972 Regular Ses-
sion of the Legislature,

(Added by Stats. 1966 (1st Ex. Sess.), Ch. 106; amended
by Stats. 1969, Ch. 1578 and Ch. 1596. Effective September 6,
1969, until 91st day after adjournment of 1972 Regular Ses-
sion.)
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